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Abstract
Developing self-determination during the school years is a crucial component of the special
education process. These skills, which are particularly important for students with disabilities,
allow individuals to advocate for themselves and gain control over their educational future.
Unfortunately, the traditional special education process leaves little room for self-determination
instruction. Educators feel ill-equipped to teach this skill, and it is often not included in students’
instruction. Thus, students have minimal understanding of how to participate meaningfully in IEP
preparation and meetings, resulting in a missed opportunity for developing their self-determination
skills. This thesis aims to analyze the research regarding self-determination strategies that can be
utilized by special education teachers when planning for and managing IEP meetings to maximize
the benefits of student participation.
The analysis of this research demonstrated that students who receive self-determination instruction
through IEP meeting preparation and participation increase their self-awareness of their strengths,
needs, and personal goals, assist in creating their own goals, and improving their verbal and
nonverbal communication skills. Based on this research, it can be concluded that using the IEP
meeting as an opportunity for self-determination instruction results in significant skill development
in special education students.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
It’s 7:30 in the morning, and the IEP meeting is about to start. Standing outside of my
classroom, I see my student and his parents walk down the hall. Eyes downcast, he walks towards
the room and mutters a quiet “good morning.” He looks around at the room full of adults, obviously
nervous about the meeting. Despite the cheerful demeanors and positive comments of the school
staff directed towards him, he mumbles three-word responses to questions and shrugs his shoulders
anxiously. Prompting, encouragement, and kind words do not seem to help. After the meeting, my
administrator compliments me on the pleasant and productive IEP meeting, but I find myself
wondering, was that meeting really so pleasant for the student? Is he really being prepared for life
as a self-advocate who can voice his needs and preferences?
Research Rationale
Planning for each student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP) meeting and
managing that meeting is a primary role of a special educator. Through collaboration with parents,
teachers, outside providers, and administrators, special educators ensure that the needs of each
student are met and that there is a plan to help students achieve success. Unfortunately, students
are rarely active participants in this collaboration; rather than making their own decisions, they are
made for them by adults. During the IEP meeting process, however, teachers have the opportunity
and obligation to build self-determination practices into the procedures and activities that are used,
allowing students to have a voice in the proceedings and the ability to direct their programming. If
teachers do not make an effort to incorporate these procedures into IEP meetings, it is unlikely that
the student’s voice will truly be heard. By the time students leave high school, they need to be their
own best advocates, and this will not be accomplished without viewing self-determination as a
high priority learning target and a focus of special education.
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Helping students develop their self-determination skills is a lofty goal. In a typical day as
a special education teacher, the responsibilities are staggering. Monitoring student progress on
goals, recording student data, meeting with students to address their learning objectives,
conferencing with general education teachers, and writing IEPs are all part of the daily workload.
These tasks do not even include planning and teaching class lessons, which take up most of the
workday. With all of these duties, it is no surprise that the development of self-determination skills
in students is not a high priority on the list of things to do. Combined with the barriers of little
student interest and minimal or nonexistent self-determination curricula (Weidenthal & KochlarBryant, 2007), teaching self-determination in a purposeful and strategic manner becomes a nearimpossible feat.
In my experience as a special education teacher, few students have demonstrated more than
a cursory understanding of self-determination. Unfortunately, the traditional special education
process does not lend itself well to teaching students how to control their own educational success.
Rather than being active participants in their planning meetings, students are passive members of
the IEP team who do little more than sit in a conference room and stare at the floor. Students are
ill-prepared for the role of self-advocate and do not have the knowledge or skills to stand up for
themselves in a group of adults. While the primary goal of public school education is to prepare
students for their futures outside of school, special education students are not being taught the selfdetermination skills that are required in order to be successful in the community after graduation.
Participating in their own IEP meetings provides an authentic opportunity for students to
discover their own strengths and needs, set goals, and create a plan to achieve them, and practice
their verbal communication skills with a group of adults. This experience gives students the chance
to control their own educational process and prepare themselves for self-advocacy that will need
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to occur as an adult. Balint-Langel, Woods-Grove, Rodgers, Rila, and Riden (2020) emphasize
that, if students don’t learn the necessary self-determination skills as children and young adults,
they will rely on other adults to make their decisions for them.
It is my opinion that self-determination skills are of particular importance for special
education students and need to be taught directly and systematically. Despite my passion for this
topic, like most other teachers I have received little formal training regarding self-determination.
It is my aim that, through the process of research and analysis, I can discover the most effective
strategies to use in teaching self-determination to students through the IEP meeting process.
Definition of Key Terms
Self-determination is a topic that has increased in importance. PACER, the Parent
Advocacy Coalition for Educational Rights, describes “self-determination” as an individual’s
belief that (s)he can be in charge his or her own future (PACER Center, Inc., 2019). Also included
in PACER’s definition of “self-determination” is the ability and opportunity to set and pursue
one’s own goals as well as making choices, problem solving, and taking responsibility for one’s
actions. “Self-advocacy” is often used interchangeably with “self-determination” but can also refer
to the specific skill of communicating one’s needs, interests, and preferences.
Historical Context
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act is a critical piece of legislation regarding
the participation of students in their own IEP meetings (Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, 2004). The law requires that students be invited to the meeting when deemed appropriate.
However, when transition topics such as postsecondary goals are being addressed, educators are
required to invite the student to the meeting and take into account the student’s personal
preferences if (s)he is unable to attend. Despite these requirements set forth by IDEA indicating
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the importance of student participation in the IEP process, only 56% of participants surveyed in a
study by Weidenthal and Kochlar-Bryant (2007) reported that students always attended their
meetings, and 30% of respondents reported that students were frequently present.
While most special educators feel that student participation in IEP meetings is important,
only 10% of respondents in a 2004 survey by Mason, Field, and Sawilowsky indicated that students
were involved in the IEP process. Alarmingly, 32% of respondents did not include students at all
in the IEP process. Van Reusen, Deshler, and Schumaker contend that “limiting IEP conference
involvement may increase students’ perceptions that they have little choice, control, or personal
responsibility for their academic plan or success in school” (1989, p. 24). Perhaps most startling
is the stark contrast between teachers’ perceptions of the students’ involvement in their IEP
meetings compared to their actual participation. In an analysis of student participation in their IEP
meetings, Martin, Van Dycke, Greene, Gardner, Christensen, Woods, and Lovett (2006) found
that, while many teachers in the study felt that students participated substantially in their meetings,
students only spoke during 3% of intervals compared to teachers who spoke during 51% of
intervals.
It has become apparent through the research that students do not feel any more prepared to
lead their IEP meetings than teachers do to teach them. In a survey by Agran and Hughes (2008),
only 24% of high school students understood the purpose of the IEP document, and 67% of
students had no knowledge of their personal IEP goals. 96% of high school students indicated that
they had received no instruction teaching them how to lead their IEP meetings. These findings are
not particularly surprising given the time constraints faced by special education staff and the lack
of resources for teaching these skills.
Research Questions
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A literature review will explore the question: How do self-determination practices impact
the IEP meeting process for students with disabilities? An analysis of the self-determination
strategies and commercially available curricula as well as the effects of self-determination
practices on students will present an approach that will increase the students’ abilities to make
their own decisions and take responsibility for their own education. Students in the secondary
grades will be the focus of the literature review. These findings will help teachers to transfer
control of appropriate aspects of the IEP meeting to the student in order to promote selfdetermination and prepare them for success in their futures outside of the classroom.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Literature Search Procedures
Chapter Two reviews the literature that has been published on the use of self-determination
strategies to increase student participation in their IEP meetings. It will explore the current IEP
meeting practices regarding student participation as well as curricula that can be utilized to teach
self-determination and their impact on student performance at IEP meetings. This information will
allow educators to decide which of these models can most effectively promote student engagement
as well as skill development in the areas of self-awareness and articulation of those strengths and
needs, verbal and nonverbal communication, and leading their own planning meeting. Academic
Search Premier, ERIC, ProQuest Education Journals, and PsycINFO was used to search for
literature to be used in this thesis. These keywords were utilized to locate the information: “selfdetermination,” “self-advocacy,” “IEP meeting,” and “student participation.”
Traditional IEP Meeting Practices
Teacher Perceptions of IEP Meetings
Mason, Field, and Sawilowsky (2004) examined educator’s perceptions of student
involvement in their own IEPs and instructional practices regarding self-determination. Survey
results of 523 individuals from across the United States were utilized in the study. The survey was
conducted online during a six-week timeframe. It was posted on the Council for Exceptional
Children’s website and also emailed to members of the organization. The survey consisted of four
sections and was intended to be completed in five to 10 minutes. Open-ended questions, scaled
rating, and check boxes were used. Respondents answered questions regarding the importance they
placed on student participation in their IEPs and self-determination activities, satisfaction with the
processes they used to teach students about their IEP and self-determination, how involved
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students were in their meetings, and self-determination instructional practices. Strengths of the
study included having a large and diverse sample size, while generalizability could be limited due
to a lack of breakdown of results based on demographics or geographic location.
Results of the 2004 study by Mason, Field, and Sawilowsky indicated that the majority of
teachers perceived self-determination instruction and involvement in the IEP meeting to be
important. However, most teachers did not feel that they were prepared to teach these skills and
did not have access to appropriate instructional materials. Ten percent of respondents indicated
that students were very involved in their IEP process; 32% responded that students were not
involved at all.
When asked specifically about involvement at the IEP meeting, the most common response
was that students attended the IEP but were not involved (Mason et al., 2004). Only 7% of
individuals reported that the students themselves invited team members to the meeting or talked
about the IEP prior to their meeting. Five percent of respondents indicated that students gave them
input prior to the meeting, and 4% indicated that students chaired or co-chaired their IEP
meeting. Students assisted in the development of accommodations and goals according to 36%
and 33% of respondents respectively. Twenty-eight percent of students received some instruction
concerning their IEPs before attending the meeting. According to the survey, 9% of students were
provided with opportunities to rehearse their roles prior to the meeting and scripts for use during
the meetings were provided by 3% of respondents. Eight percent of respondents felt that personcentered planning had been utilized.
According to the survey by Mason et al. (2004), secondary teachers were more likely to
believe that student involvement in the IEP meeting was important; they also felt more prepared
to teach students about self-determination. Elementary teachers were less likely to provide direct
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instruction regarding self-determination skills. Overall, teachers reported that self-determination
skills are important but taught informally with little use of a systematic curriculum.
Another study, conducted by Weidenthal and Kochlar-Bryant (2007), examined the
transition planning of students with specific learning disabilities who were in eighth grade and
ninth grade. In their study, the authors analyzed the strategies used by teachers to encourage
student participation in their IEP meetings. They also addressed the barriers that limited or
prevented student involvement in their own meetings. Seventy-seven teachers completed a
modified version of the National Transition Survey, created by Johnson, Sharpe, Sinclair, Hasazi,
Furney, and DeStefano in 1997 (Weidenthal & Kochlar-Bryant, 2007). In the survey, teachers
indicated strategies that they were implementing to facilitate IEP meeting engagement as well as
barriers to including students in their IEP meetings. A survey titled The Early Adolescence Survey
for Transition (EAST) was created to collect data based on transition needs, strategies, and barriers.
An interview protocol was also developed with open-ended questions that allowed teachers to
report their own knowledge and perspectives on transition planning. Although a strength of the
study was the involvement of educators at both the middle school and high school level,
participants in the study were drawn from only one school district in a suburban district. Teachers
in rural or urban areas may not have the same experiences. Because students with learning
disabilities were the focus of the study, the data may not generalize to other disability categories.
Fifty-six percent of the participants in the 1997 study by Weidenthal and Kochlar-Bryant
responded that students were almost always present while 30% responded that they were
frequently present. For situations in which the student did not attend, 55% of teachers indicated
that they almost always considered the interests and needs of the student; 30% frequently took
these into consideration.
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Results indicated that the majority of participants discussed with students their role in the
IEP meeting prior to the actual meeting and discussed future goals (Weidenthal & Kochlar-Bryant,
2007). Eighty-two percent of participants encouraged the development of self-determination skills
and 78% encouraged students to set their own goals. Seventy-four percent discussed the results of
special education testing with students. While all of the participants interviewed noted that they
promoted students’ attendance at meetings, the middle school staff reported students being less
interested in transition proceedings than high school students. High school staff tended to feel that
students were more willing to participate in the IEP process.
According to Weidenthal and Kochlar-Bryant (2007), at least 50% of participants rated
three barriers as being consistently problematic or somewhat problematic in regards to students
participating in IEP meetings. These barriers included little interest from students, no preparation
for the student prior to the IEP meeting, and minimal or nonexistent self-determination training.
Another barrier listed frequently on the survey was having too little time to teach transition
activities due to time constraints of required classwork.
Momentary Time Sampling of Traditional IEP Meetings. Martin, VanDycke, Greene,
Gardner, Christensen, Woods, and Lovett (2006b) also analyzed the participation of students and
their teachers in transition IEP meetings at the middle and high school level. In particular, the
authors analyzed the amount of time spent speaking by the various participants, demonstration of
student leadership skills, participant knowledge of IEP meetings, and the perception of meeting
participants regarding the IEP meeting. The extent to which transition topics were discussed was
also examined. Students and adults from 109 middle and high school transition IEP meetings
participated in the study conducted by Martin et al. (2006). Although a large sample size was used
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across rural and suburban schools at two types of schools, a limiting factor could be that the
meetings were only held in one state and the data is consequently not applicable in other states.
To determine the amount of time spent speaking by the various IEP team members, Martin
et al. (2006b) utilized momentary time sampling. At 10 second intervals, a prerecorded prompt
was heard by the observer who then recorded which individual was speaking. If more than one
person was speaking, multiple conversations were recorded. Interobserver agreement was
determined throughout the study at three scheduled intervals during observational trials in which
observers watched a video clip of an IEP meeting. Average agreement during the three trials was
98%, 95%, and 90%. Generalizability could be limited due to the fact that Interobserver agreement
was collected during limited observations which could have resulted in higher or lower scores of
student behavior during the meetings.
According to the data collected by Martin et al. (2006b), special education teachers initiated
the meetings 92% of the time. Other adults at the meeting such as general education teachers or
administrative representatives started the meeting 7.3% of the time. During 51% of the intervals,
special educators were speaking. Further analysis of the data indicated that the student’s family
spoke during 15%, teachers and administrators spoke during 9%, and support staff spoke during
6% of intervals. Multiple conversations occurred during 5% of intervals and there was no
conversation for 2% of intervals. Students only spoke during 3% of intervals. Based on the
knowledge survey, students reported having significantly less prior knowledge than all other
participants. Special education teachers were the most likely to report that transition issues had
been discussed, while general education teachers were less likely to report they had been
addressed. Scores based on the perceptions of the IEP meeting were again higher for special
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education teachers than for any other individuals. Students rated their perception of the IEP
meeting lowest.
Results of the Martin et al. (2006b) study indicated that the majority of meetings lasted
between 17 and 45 minutes with an average of 31.2 minutes. Most students and parents felt the
duration of their meeting was appropriate. Students demonstrated few of the 12 leadership skills
which were adapted from The Self-Directed IEP curriculum by Martin, Marshal, Maxson, and
Jerman during the baseline measurements. The skill demonstrated most frequently was expressing
interest; 49.4% of students were able to address this topic during the meeting. Opinions and goals
were expressed by 27.1% of students while 20% expressed skills and limits. No students were able
to discuss the meeting purpose, request feedback, or conclude the meeting. The other six skills,
which included introducing themselves and team members, providing a review of previous goals
and current progress, asking questions, addressing differing opinions, and describing required
support, were only observed in 6% or fewer meetings. Perceptions of student participation in the
IEP meeting by team members was addressed through a survey question asking if students
participated not at all, a little, some, or a lot. Around 40% of special educators felt that students
participated a lot, while 37.6% of family members, 33.1% of administrators, and 25.7% of general
education teachers felt that students participated a lot. 21.9% of students had not spoken with staff
about the IEP meeting prior to attending.
While many special education teachers perceived that students participated a lot in their
meetings, the data demonstrated that this was not actually the case (Martin et al., 2006b). Few
students engaged in most of the leadership skills and only spoke during 3% of intervals while
special education teachers spoke during 51%. The meetings were dominated by the special
education teacher with few student contributions; only half of students discussed their interests
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while only one third reported their goals. Students were passive participants rather than active
members of the team.
Student Perceptions of the IEP Meeting and Process. While the previous research
addresses the educators’ perspectives on self-determination and involvement in the IEP process,
Agran and Hughes (2008) extended the research on IEP meeting participation by using a tool to
analyze the perceptions of students related to involvement in their IEPs and the opportunities they
have had to learn self-determination. Middle and high school students were both included in the
study. At the middle school level, students who participated in the study were between the ages of
12 to 15 years old. The 56 students in the study were in the categories of specific learning disability,
speech impairment, not specified, developmental cognitive disabled, other health impaired,
emotional/behavioral disability, ADHD, spina bifida, and traumatic brain injury. It is important to
note that the effects of the high poverty community could have impacted the answers of the high
school group, limiting the potential to generalize the data.
A survey was developed by Agran and Hughes (2008) for the study to report selfdetermination instruction and IEP participation. Results of the study indicated that students
perceived that they had little knowledge of the IEP process and had not been taught to participate
in their IEP meetings. At the high school level, only 24% of students responded that they knew
what an IEP was and almost half indicated that they do not attend their IEP meetings. None of
them reported having a substantial amount of instruction regarding leading their IEP meeting; 80%
indicated they had no instruction in this area. Ninety-six percent of middle schoolers responded
that they had no instruction leading their IEP meeting. Sixty-seven percent of high schoolers did
not know what their IEP goals were. Only 16% of middle schoolers and 13% of high schoolers
perceived that they received instruction in the progress monitoring of their own goals. Seven
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percent of students in both groups felt that they discussed their IEP goals with their teachers; 38%
of middle schoolers and 60% of high schoolers felt that they never discussed goals. While it is the
school staff who are responsible for writing the IEP document, it is important for educators to keep
in mind that students should be included in the goal-writing and progress monitoring process
because it is the students themselves who will be working towards those goals. Without this
transparency, students may be less motivated to master their goals and demonstrate progress.
Longitudinal Outcomes of Self-Determination Instruction. The limited quantity of
research available demonstrates the importance and need for self-determination instruction for
students in their early years of school. The growing body of research suggests that students can
and will learn to participate in their IEP meetings. In order to analyze the longitudinal relationship
between students participating in their IEP process and meeting, Barnard-Brak and Lechtenberger
(2009) utilized a nationally representative study called The Special Education Elementary
Longitudinal Study, or SEELS. This survey provided a selection of students between the ages of
six and 12 beginning in 2000. All 12 federal disability categories were included in the study. In
total, 3,912 students were included in the sample. Standardized measures of academic achievement
were used for comparison.
Results of the 2009 Barnard-Brak and Lechtenberger study indicated that a substantial
positive association exists between IEP meeting participation and performance on academic
measures across time. While the sample size of the study was very large and included students
across the nation, it was unclear if other mediating factors also had an effect on the academic
performance and IEP meeting participation. Despite these limitations, this study adds highlights
the importance of including students in their meetings.
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Research is minimal in regards to the post-school outcomes of students who have
developed self-determination skills through participation in the IEP process. However, a study
conducted by Wehmeyer and Schwartz (1997) sought to determine the relationship between
students’ self-determination skills reported in their last year of high school and their functioning
as adults one year after completing school. Wehmeyer and Schwartz (1997) collected selfdetermination data using The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale; locus of control data was measured
by the Nowicki-Strickland Internal External Scale, or ANS-IE, developed by Nowicki and Duke in
1974, which signified whether a student had an internal or external locus of control. To measure
the adult outcomes, the researchers adapted questions from two separate instruments created by
the National Consumer Survey and the National Longitudinal survey; it was sent to students at
their most recent address and focused on employment, postsecondary education, and community
participation.
The results of the study compared the group of students who earned high self-determination
scores in high school to the students who earned low self-determination scores (Wehmeyer &
Schwartz, 1997). Significant differences were reported between some of the post-school outcomes.
While there was not a significant difference in living arrangements between the two groups,
students in the high self-determination group were much more likely to have a desire to live in a
setting outside of their parent’s home. They were also much more likely to have a checking or
savings account. Differences were insignificant in the areas of pay rent, utilities, and phone bills.
Students in the low self-determination group were less likely to be employed; students with the
highest self-determination scores tended to earn the highest wages per hour. These differences
provide initial evidence of the importance of teaching self-determination during a student’s school
years.
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Instructional Practices to Increase Self-Determination
The majority of research regarding students’ learning and utilization of self-determination
skills for use in the IEP meeting has been completed at the secondary level within middle, high
school, and transition grades. However, because special education students in these grade levels
may be functioning at a much lower level, it is important to also note the studies that have taken
place in the elementary grades.
Student Participation Strategy/Self-Advocacy Strategy
Originally titled the Student Participation Strategy (Van Reusen, Deschler, & Schumaker,
1989; Van Reusen & Bos, 1994) and later changed to the Self-Advocacy Strategy (Test & Neale,
2004) this curriculum has been the focus of a substantial number of research studies. In the first
two studies (Van Reusen et al., 1989; Test & Neale, 2004), students learned the acronym IPARS
to help them learn the steps of participating in their IEP meeting. In successive studies (Test &
Neale, 2004; Lancaster, Schumaker, & Deschler, 2002), I PLAN was used instead as well as in all
subsequent studies. While the purpose and participants of the studies vary, the focus of each study
centers around increasing the growth of students’ self-determination through the involvement in
the IEP meeting process. Instruction using the Student Participation Strategy, or Self-Advocacy
Strategy, was implemented through direct teaching in the earlier studies (Van Reusen et al., 1989,
Van Reusen & Bos, 1994; Test & Neale, 2004) while in the later studies (Lancaster et al., 2002;
Hammer, 2004; Cease-Cook, Test, & Scroggins, 2013; Balint-Langel, Woods-Groves, Rodgers,
Rila, & Ridden, 2019) technology was utilized to lessen the instructional demands of the teachers
involved in implementation. Students who participated in the direct instruction as well as those
who were instructed using a technological format benefitted significantly and improved their skills
in a variety of areas.
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Direct Teacher Instruction. According to Van Reusen, Deschler, and Schumaker (1989),
“By excluding or limiting student involvement in the IEP planning process, school personnel may
be undermining the student’s motivation to participate in the program” (p. 24). This concern
prompted Van Reusen et al. to create an intervention for use with secondary students in the special
education category of learning disabled that would allow them to participate more meaningfully
in their meetings. Thus, the IEP Participation Strategy was developed and the study focused on
examining its effectiveness in improving IEP meeting participation. Direct teaching was utilized
as the instructional method.
High School. Participants in the Van Reusen et al. (1989) study attended a high school in
a medium-sized community and qualified for special education as students with specific learning
disabilities (SLD). Students spent at least one hour each day in the special education setting but
fewer than three hours. Besides this time, students participated in the general education courses.
Ages ranged from 16 years old to 18 years old, and the students were in grades 10 to 12. Eight
students were assigned to the treatment group and eight students were assigned to the control
group. The treatment group included six males and two females; ethnicities were Caucasian and
Black. The intervention group included one female and seven males; all of these students were
Caucasian. In both groups, reading achievement scores ranged from first grade to 12th grade. Full
Scale IQs were in the below average and average range. Comparison between the two groups did
not yield any significant differences in age, grade, academic achievement, and full scale IQ scores.
The IEP Participation Strategy consists of five steps that are abbreviated as IPARS (Van
Reusen et al., 1989). Each letter represents one of the five steps: inventory strengths, weaknesses,
goals, interests, and preferences, provide the inventory at the IEP meeting, ask questions, respond
to questions, and summarize goals (Van Reusen et al., 1989, p. 26). During each step, students
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learned the appropriate behaviors such as eye contact and tone of voice that accompanied the
verbal contributions.
Students learned the IEP Participation Strategy (Van Reusen et al., 1989) in two phases
consisting of awareness and application. They first learned about the steps of the strategy through
examples and modeling. In the application phase, students memorized the steps of the strategy and
were expected to verbally name each step with 100% accuracy before beginning role-play
activities. During the role-plays, students were recorded and given feedback on their performance.
If students did not meet the criteria of a minimum of three “plus” responses and one or fewer
“minus” responses, students completed another role-play and continued to do so until mastery was
achieved. Instruction lasted approximately two to three hours for each student and occurred in the
special education setting.
In order to prepare for the authentic IEP meeting, each student met with one of the Van
Reusen et al. (1989) researchers for twenty minutes shortly before the meeting. The student
completed activities such as reviewing the steps of IPARS and how to respond appropriately to
questions and comments. At the IEP meetings, one of two special education teachers served as the
leaders of the meetings. They were provided with the list of probe questions and instructed to ask
them during the meeting; this was the only way in which the meeting differed from previous
meetings. The teachers were not informed of which students were in the intervention group and
which students were in the control group.
Van Reusen et al. (1989) collected data was through a multiple-baseline across-subjects
design. It utilized a posttest-only control-group design. The researchers felt that, because IEP
meetings occur infrequently, using a design with pretests would not be applicable. In this design,
when the treatment student was given a probe to measure data, a control student who was yoked
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to the treatment student was given a probe as well. Students were provided with a set of 10 probing
questions during baseline, role-play situations representing IEP meetings, and an authentic annual
IEP meeting. These questions assessed the extent to which students could provide personal
information related to their IEPs. Student responses were scored in minute intervals based on the
type of information provided and the number of informational pieces provided. If relevant
information was provided, a “plus” was recorded on the data sheet, while a “minus” was recorded
if the information was not useful, such as “I don’t know” (Van Reusen et al., 1989, p. 25). A score
of zero was recorded if the information was off-topic. Each student response was classified as one
of ten categories including topics such as strengths, weaknesses, and preferences. Interobserver
reliability, based on the agreement of two observers during six baseline and IEP meetings, was
91% and 89% respectively. A measure of social validity was also used to determine how well the
goals articulated during the IEP meetings matched up with the formal goals written by the special
educator in the IEP document. Verbal student goals were compared with written goals to determine
the percentage of written goals that were based on student statements. Interobserver agreement
was 100%.
The study’s design, which included baseline data for the intervention and control group,
allowed for comparison between pre-intervention conditions and generalization after instruction
(Van Reusen et al., 1989). The use of the control group allowed for comparison between the two
groups during the authentic IEP meetings. A limitation could have been the level of reading
achievement between students. Students differed significantly in their reading abilities, and this
could have affected their participation in the IEP meeting due to the requirement of reading from
cards and using the inventory sheet. The structure of the IEP meeting may have increased the
opportunity for students to participate. Because students were asked questions, all students
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improved their participation. Had the teacher not asked probing questions, the results may have
been different.
The use of the IEP Participation Strategy resulted in significant increases in verbal
contributions from students in the intervention group. Each student provided substantially more
on-topic, appropriate contributions than during baseline data collection. The students in the
treatment condition were able to generalize the skills from the strategy to their IEP meetings.
Relevant contributions provided by the treatment group was over two times greater than those
provided by the control group. In addition, 86% of the goals that appeared in the written IEPs had
been articulated by students at the meeting while only 13% of goals on the treatment group’s
written IEPs corresponded with goals articulated by students. Treatment group students articulated
their goals in a more specific manner than those in the control group, whose goals were often
described in a vague way.
The original study by Van Reusen, Deschler, and Schumaker (1989) was built upon in a
later study by Van Reusen and Bos (1994). Similar to the first study, Van Reusen and Bos (1994)
also examined the effectiveness of the IEP participation strategy on student participation in IEP
meetings. However, it differed in that parents served as partners in the instructional process. Again,
it utilized direct teaching for the implementation of the program.
Participants in the Van Reusen and Bos’ study in 1994 were students with SLD enrolled in
two high schools in the same district in a large community in a Southwestern city. Twenty-one
students, along with their parents, volunteered to participate. Eleven of the students were male
while 10 were female. Students were primarily Caucasian, but a smaller number of Hispanic
students participated; one African American student participated in the treatment group. In total,
24 parents participated. The 21 participants, in conjunction with their parents, were assigned to the
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treatment group or contrast intervention group. A comparison between the two groups determined
that there were no substantial differences between the groups. The use of a contrast group was a
strength of the study in that it allowed for an appropriate comparison between the two groups.
However, because there was not control group, a comparison could not be made between either
the treatment or comparison group with students who received no instruction.
Students and parents in the treatment group were provided with instruction based on the
IEP participation strategy (Van Reusen & Bos, 1994). Like the earlier study, students were taught
the five steps of IPARS as well as the behaviors necessary for each step such as active listening
and body posture. Students used an inventory sheet to present their personal information at the IEP
meeting. The researchers used a model created by Ellis, Deshler, Lenz, Schumaker, and Clark in
1991 called the Learning Strategies Model. This model involved providing an overview of the IEP
process, modeling steps and providing both positive and negative examples of behavior,
memorizing the steps, participating in simulated meetings, and discussing how the strategy could
be generalized to various situations. Directly before the actual IEP meeting, students had an
opportunity to review the strategy and practiced answering questions.
Van Reusen and Bos (1994) developed instruction to occur in three formats. Three sessions
including a group of students lasted 50 minutes and took place three days in a row. The strategy
was taught to students at this session. Another session which included groups of both the student
and the parent, lasted for two hours. Parents helped their student fill out the inventory worksheet
and collectively chose goals. Together, they participated in a simulated meeting. Lastly, a session
for the student focused on skill generalization and took place directly prior to the meeting.
Students and parents in Van Reusen and Bos’ (1994) contrast group received no instruction
but attended a lecture on the procedures that occur during an IEP meeting. It also provided legal
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information and assessment results. The session took approximately two hours to complete and
included two to four students along with their parents. As in the treatment group, students filled
out an inventory worksheet and then participated in a generalization session prior to the meeting.
Four separate dependent variables were collected over the course of the study (Van Reusen
& Bos, 1994). The first variable was the student’s capacity to develop goals on the inventory
worksheets. Interrater agreement on this measure was 94%. The second variable was the quantity
of verbal contributions put forth by the students. During the meetings, special education teachers
were required to ask probe questions related to topics such as strengths, weaknesses, and goals.
Meetings were recorded and then analyzed to categorize the type of contribution made by the
student. There were eight separate categories, and contributions were scored on a three-point scale
ranging from zero to two. A score of zero signified that the student provided inappropriate
information, while a two signified that the information was specific. A total score for each of the
eight categories was calculated. The reliability of this measure was 87%.
The third variable measured regarding the student was student participation evaluations.
This particular instrument was developed by the Van Reusen and Bos (1994) to determine the
perceptions of the student, parents, and teachers of the student’s performance during the IEP
meeting. A checklist was provided for the adult participants to identify the categories of
information the student provided during the meeting. A five-point Likert scale was used to rate
student participation. The final variable was the length of the meeting.
The number of goals produced on the inventory worksheets differed significantly between
the intervention and contrast groups (Van Reusen & Bos, 1994). In the intervention group, students
produced an average of five goals. In the contrast group, an average of three goals were produced.
There were also significant differences between the quantity of verbal contributions made by
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students in certain categories during the IEP meetings. These differences were most substantial in
the categories of identifying learning strengths as well as weaknesses and identifying goals.
Students in the treatment group articulated threefold more information about their personal
learning strengths than the students in the contrast group. There were no substantial differences in
the other five categories. Anecdotally, participating teachers felt that the meetings of the treatment
group were more positive than of the contrast group, and that the discussion focused more on the
abilities of the students rather than the deficits.
The results of the student evaluations in the Van Reusen and Bos study (1994) did not
produce significant differences between groups in regard to perceptions of student IEP
participation. Overall, the participants in each group felt that the students participated
meaningfully. The length of the IEP meeting was similar in both groups. Although the data showed
positive effects of strategy use in the IEP meeting, it is unclear if the newly developed skills would
generalize to other situations.
Middle School. Test and Neale (2004) further extended the research on The Self-Advocacy
Strategy. The purpose of the study was similar to that of Van Reusen, Deschler, and Schumaker
(1989) in that the authors sought to determine the impact of The Self-Advocacy Strategy on the
participation of students in their IEP meetings. In this study, however, the verbal contributions and
self-determination skills of middle school students, rather than high school students, were
studied. Four students were chosen to participate in the study. One of the students was female
while three were male. Special education categories of the students included developmentally
cognitively disabled, learning disabled, and behaviorally/emotionally disabled (EBD). Students
were ages 12 or 13; half of the students were Caucasian and half were African American. IQs of
students were in the below average and average range according to intellectual measures. Students
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had not previously participated in IEP meetings. Because the sample size was small and there was
no control group with whom to compare, generalization to other students could be limited.
The design of Test and Neale’s study in 2004 was a single subject, multiple probe design
across participants. Student’s verbal responses served as one of the dependent variables. The 10
probe questions from the 1989 study by Van Reusen, Deshler, and Schumaker were modified for
middle school students. Rather than using a three-point scale of plus, minus, and 0, a four-point
scale utilized numerical values for data collection. Students earned a score of zero if they gave no
answer or said they did not know the answer. Students earned one point for giving a very brief
answer, and could earn two or three points if answers were more specific. Student responses were
recorded on three occasions prior to instruction during baseline. The student with the lowest score
began intervention first. Probes were also completed during teacher instruction and the IEP
meeting, then scored by one of the authors. Mean agreement was 90% during instruction and 100%
during IEP meetings.
Another dependent variable was the score on a measure of self-determination titled The
Arc’s Self-Determination Scale: Adolescent Version created by Wehmeyer and Kelchner in 1995
(Test & Neale, 2004). It included 72 items related to self-determination; students rated themselves
based on four self-determination elements: autonomy, self-regulation, empowerment, and selfrealization (Test & Neale, 2004). Students completed it as a baseline measure. Social validity
results were collected by a modified version of the Student-Intervention Rating Profile, or
SIRP. The profile included six items on which students could respond with a one, corresponding
to disagreeing, through six, which correspond to agreeing.
Test and Neale (2004) required students to complete the five steps of the I PLAN strategy
throughout the seven phases of acquisition and generalization. The strategy differed slightly from
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the IPARS strategy; it included listening and responding during the meeting as well as articulating
educational goals. Students were instructed in the strategy individually with the teacher over the
course of 10 lessons. Each lesson lasted 20 to 45 minutes. Procedural reliability was scored for
20% of the instructional session, and agreement was calculated to be 100%. An important point to
consider is that the program was designed for use in a group setting; in this study, students were
instructed individually. Thus, it is unclear if the instruction would be as effective in a group setting
and limits generalizability of results.
Once the students had learned the entire Self-Advocacy Strategy, they participated in an
annual IEP meeting (Test & Neale, 2004). At the meeting, students were asked the 10 probe
questions. The scores of all four students increased from their baseline scores to their intervention
scores. During generalization, the scores decreased slightly but were much higher than during
baseline. Scores on the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale did not change significantly between the
pretest and posttest. On the measure of social validity, the students responded positively towards
the intervention. The students enjoyed the instruction and felt that it benefited their school
performance.
Elementary School. The Self-Advocacy Strategy curriculum has been researched
extensively in the secondary grades utilizing direct teacher instruction (VanReusen et al, 1989;
VanReusen & Bos, 1994; Test & Neale, 2004). In contrast, minimal research has addressed the
use of this curriculum with young students in the elementary grades. In the study by Pounds and
Cuevas (2019), researchers examined the process by which young students could gain a higher
level of self-awareness by becoming active participants in the IEP process. They also analyzed the
impact of participation in the IEP process on academic achievement and goal achievement. The
IPLAN strategy, a component of the Self-Advocacy Strategy, was used with students to determine
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if it improved their participation in IEP meetings. It is important to note that, while these strategies
are aimed at young students, these same strategies could be used for secondary students who are
functioning significantly below grade level due to a disability in the areas of DCD, ASD, or
multiple disabilities.
The study by Pounds and Cuevas (2019) was qualitative in nature and used anecdotal
measures to determine the answers to the research questions. Students were in first, second, or
third grade. Students worked with their special education teacher to discuss their goals and
progress, areas of difficulties, modifications/accommodations that helped them, interests, and
concerns. Students created a portfolio that included personal information as well as various types
of graphs to track and monitor progress, such as bar graphs or pie graphs. Work samples were
placed in the portfolio to illustrate the progress on goals. To prepare for their IEP meetings,
students created a presentation with personal and academic information such as strengths,
weaknesses, and perceived growth on IEP goals. Students discussed the IPLAN questions with the
teacher and placed this information in their presentation for use at the meeting.
One of the questions asked by Pounds and Cuevas (2019) focused on using the IPLAN
strategy to improve participation in the IEP process. The first step of the IPLAN process, “I,”
involves inventorying strengths, weaknesses, goals, interests, and choices (Hammer, 2004). All
three students, particularly the first grader, struggled to understand the questions being asked and
responded to the twelve questions with little depth. Answers mostly provided general information,
although some specific information was provided for some of the simpler questions. Each student
struggled to explain their weaknesses while it was easier to discuss strengths. When directed to
create their presentation, one of the students was able to do it somewhat independently, while the
two other students required extensive support.
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All three students participated in their IEP meetings after discussing the IPLAN questions
and placing the information in a presentation (Pounds & Cuevas, 2019). They were able to
complete the “P” phase of the program, which centers around presenting their information
(Hammer, 2004). One of the students created a poster with typed information and assistance from
the Cowriter software. She was nervous but was able to introduce herself at the meeting and present
the information from her poster. After the meeting, she informed the researchers that she had
enjoyed the proceedings. The second student created a comic strip which he used after a brief
introduction to present information. He only discussed three out of the twelve questions but did
enjoy being part of the meeting. The third student created a set of notecards with his information
on one side and a picture on the other side. He was able to discuss all of the information from the
IPLAN questions. However, students were unable to complete the other steps of the IPLAN
program due to a limited understanding of their IEP goals.
While students in the Pounds and Cuevas study (2019) were unable to create their own new
IEP goals, students did increase their participation by inventorying a variety of personal strengths,
weaknesses, and needs and presenting this information at their meeting. Because these students
were young, they did not yet have a full understanding of the purpose of the steps of IPLAN.
However, if students were to be exposed repeatedly in future years to the plan, they may be able
to complete more steps as they become older and their school experience increases.
This study had many limitations and should be viewed cautiously as preliminary research
on the topic of self-determination for young students with disabilities (Pounds & Cuevas, 2019)
The duration of the study was short; hence, there was limited data available for collection and the
full IPLAN program was not able to be implemented. A longer study could yield different results.
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The amount of time spent by the teacher with each student was inconsistent. The sample size was
small and included few students.
In a study by Neale and Test (2009), the I Can Use Effort strategy was used with elementary
students in order to discover how it impacts the verbal participation of students with disabilities at
their IEP meetings. Similar to The Self-Advocacy Strategy (Test & Neale, 2004), the I Can Use
Effort Strategy also focused on using a mnemonic to teach students the steps of participating in
their meeting along with appropriate meeting behaviors. Although this strategy is aimed at younger
students, this strategy could be an effective way to target students in the secondary grades with
more severe cognitive disabilities. The authors also collected information about how students and
teachers felt about the strategy as well as the degree to which students were able to generalize the
skills gained from the strategy to a mock IEP meeting.
Students in the Test and Neale (2009) study were in third or fourth grade and ranged in age
from 9 to eleven qualified for special education as students with a specific learning disability, a
mild developmental cognitive disability, or emotional/behavioral disorders and received services
in the areas of math, reading, or both. The researchers collected data on two dependent variables:
the quality of student verbal contributions and the generalization of the skills to a mock IEP
meeting which included the student, general education teacher, special education teacher,
administrator, and, if possible, a parent.
The I Can Use Effort strategy consisted of six steps that were taught to students in
approximately five days during 25 minute sessions (Test & Neale, 2009). Each student worked
individually with his or her teacher. The first step involved students discussing the necessity of
knowing one’s own strengths and needs and communicating those needs in the educational setting.
The second step required students to learn the “I CAN” mnemonics. Each letter of the mnemonic
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represented a unique behavior that is necessary for effective communication, and cue cards were
used to help students remember the behaviors. Students were given the opportunity to choose skills
from a list that they felt they could do as well as choose preferences related to learning, testing,
and learning resources. Students wrote their skills and needs on an inventory sheet and determined
goals that matched their needs.
After learning the “I CAN” mnemonic, students learned the behaviors of the “EFFORT”
mnemonic (Test & Neale, 2009). These behaviors included eye contact, face the person, facial
expression, OK posture, relax, and tone of voice (Neale & Test, 2009, p. 188). The purpose of each
of these behaviors was discussed and then modeled in an appropriate manner as well as in a way
that was inappropriate. Students revisited their goal sheets and practiced using the “EFFORT”
behaviors while practicing communicating the answers to the 10 probe questions. Data was
collected each day based on how well students could answer the questions and earned a score of 0
(no response or “I don’t know”), 1 (unrelated answer), 2 (related answer without specific
information), or 3 (specific and detailed answer) (Neale & Test, 2009, p. 186).
Finally, students in the Test and Neale study (2009) practiced their skills in role-playing
situations with the teacher and were given feedback on their performance. When students
successfully completed the intervention phase, they entered the maintenance phase and data was
collected approximately two weeks after completing the intervention. In total, students each
received approximately 1 hour and 45 minutes of instruction with slight variations between
students. The generalization phase involved an IEP meeting scheduled several weeks after
completion of the intervention. The 10 questions students had been practicing were asked
throughout the meeting.
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Test and Neale’s research (2009) indicated that each student’s quality of verbal
contributions improved after the intervention phase. Based on their answers to the 10 questions
asked during the mock IEP meeting, all students were able to more effectively communicate their
skills, needs, and preferences than during baseline measures. These findings indicate that students
as young as nine years old are able to gain self-awareness of their own skills and needs and
advocate for themselves. In this study, a learning strategy was used effectively to teach students
how to present information about themselves in order to participate more actively in the IEP
meeting.
A questionnaire was provided by Test and Neale (2009) to students and teachers to
determine how satisfied participants were with the learning strategy. The average rating for
students was 34.3 out of 36, indicating that students approved of the strategy and felt that it helped
them participate in the IEP meeting. Teachers were given a similar questionnaire and answered
with an average score of 5.1 out of 6., also indicating that they found the method useful and
beneficial in preparing students for their IEP meetings.
Instruction Utilizing Technology
High School. While the previous studies focused on using direct teacher instruction to
implement The Self-Advocacy Strategy, Lancaster, Schumaker, and Deshler (2002) sought to
explore the role of technology in the use of the strategy. According to the authors, teaching selfdetermination skills are often disregarded by special education teachers due to lack of time
availability and flexibility in their schedules (Lancaster et al., 2002). With the emergence of new
technology, they felt that it may be possible to use interactive hypermedia, or IH, to teach students
these skills and lessen the time burden on teachers. Interactive hypermedia can include a variety
of components such as video clips and audio clips as well as written text and pictures or photos. It
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can also give students feedback when questions are answered correctly or incorrectly and move
students forward in the program when they are successful.
In this study, the authors used IH to teach self-determination skills with minimal teacher
interactions to determine the effectiveness of this format of instruction compared to traditional,
live instruction. Six specific questions were asked by Lancaster et al. (2002) in the study which
compared the Self-Advocacy Strategy instruction delivered in an IH format to instruction delivered
directly by the teacher as well as to students who received no instruction. The study examined the
differences in use and knowledge of the Self-Advocacy Strategy, quantity of goals developed by
students appearing on their IEPs, between the three groups, and levels of satisfaction for students
and adult participants regarding the IEP meeting. The final question asked if the IH instructional
model required reduced time for teacher and student interactions and equal student engagement
time as the live teaching model.
Twenty-two students currently attending high school in a midwestern city of medium size
participated in the Lancaster et al. study in 2002. Students were enrolled in two high schools in the
same district. These students qualified for special education due to high incidence disabilities
including SLD, other health disabilities, and EBD. Time spent in the resource room was at least
one hour each day but less than three hours. Besides this time, students participated in the general
education curriculum. Twenty male students took part in the study while only two female students
participated. Students were primarily Caucasian, but there were several African American and
Native American students. The average age ranged between 16.7 and 17.1. Few females
participated in the study, so results also may differ if the gender representation was more equitable.
Students had the opportunity to choose to be in the experimental group using the IH or live
teaching format, or if they wanted to be in the group that received no instruction (Lancaster et al.,
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2002). Experimental group students were assigned at random to the IH or live teaching group (LI).
Eight students participated in the HI and LI groups while six students participated in the group that
did not receive instruction, or NI group. There were no significant differences across groups.
Because students volunteered to participate in the experimental group, students in an authentic
setting may be less motivated to learn the content and show fewer gains in strategy use.
Prior to learning the steps of the Self-Advocacy Strategy in the Lancaster et al. study (2002),
students were taught meeting behaviors using the “SHARE” strategy. These behaviors included
sitting straight, appropriate voice tone, thinking, relaxing, and eye contact. Instruction in the SelfAdvocacy Strategy included learning the steps of “I PLAN,” which is almost identical to the steps
of “IPARS” which was used in previous studies. I PLAN combines the asking questions and
responding to questions stages from IPARS into one step and renames the summarizing IEP goals
stage as naming goals instead. The duration of instruction was measured each day by one of the
Lancaster et al. (2002) researchers and recorded. Interrater agreement was 100% for both teacher
and student teaching times.
A CD was created by Lancaster et al. (2002) in order to provide IH instruction to the
treatment group. One of the individuals who originally developed the Self-Advocacy Strategy, Dr.
Van Reusen, and also conducted a series of field experiments on the strategies, assisted in
developing the CD. Special education teachers and students also collaborated in its creation.
Students were recorded and the resulting videos of modeling and instruction were placed on the
CD. Six lessons in total were developed and could be watched in any order. Lessons included text
read aloud, explanations of the steps, video demonstrations and modeling, and also quizzes
following some of the lessons. The IH provided helpful features to assist students who needed
extra support. An easily accessible definition of terms, printable note page to be referenced, and
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the ability to repeat audio as needed were available to all students. Once students completed a
lesson, they were required to demonstrate the steps they had learned for the teacher. Students used
the IH format in 30 to 45 minute sessions for five or six days.
Instruction in the LI group consisted of teaching the same content but with paper and pencil
tasks rather than on the computer (Lancaster et al., 2002). The teacher provided explanations of
stages as well as modeling and demonstrations. Like the IH group, instruction occurred during five
or six sessions lasting 30 to 45 minutes. Students orally completed two tests involving the 10 probe
questions during this time, and the teacher gave feedback based on the performance. Students in
the experimental groups met with the researcher directly before the IEP meeting to review IEP
information. The researcher also met with the students who received no instruction and discussed
the purpose and procedures of the IEP. Students were told that they could write down personal
information such as concerns and goals that he or she wanted to share at the meeting. At the IEP
meeting, the special education teacher opened the meeting and prompted the students to share their
inventory sheets. Throughout the meeting, the teacher asked the students the 10 probe questions.
Teachers were unaware of the content of instruction as well as which students were in the various
groups. After the meeting was finished, the student and adults filled out the satisfaction
questionnaire.
A multiple-probe across-students design was utilized by Lancaster et al. (2002) for data
collection purposes. This design was used to discover how well students in the experimental groups
could use the strategy in which they were instructed, based on results of the probe questions. A
posttest-only comparison-group design compared strategy use and satisfaction between the groups
of students. A pretest-posttest design compared the various groups in regards to their scores on the
knowledge measure.
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Three measures were utilized to determine the extent to which students utilized the SelfAdvocacy Strategy (Lancaster et al. 2002). Students were asked 10 probe questions and were
awarded points based on whether or not their response related to their IEP such as a strength or
weakness. Students earned one point for each response, which was used to determine the Relevant
Response Score. During a span of two weeks, students completed three baseline probes; when the
probes were stable, the student completed the knowledge measure and then began instruction.
Secondly, Lancaster et al. (2002) utilized a SHARE checklist to record if the students
demonstrated the instructed behaviors. Students could earn five total points, one for each behavior,
and the score was reported as a percent. The researcher completed the checklist during role-play
activities, and both the researcher and teacher completed it during the IEP meeting. Thirdly, a
checklist based on the I PLAN steps was utilized. Students were awarded a point for each of the
PLAN steps if criteria were met for that step. Interobserver agreement was 97% on both checklists
during the instructional sessions and 88% during the IEP meeting.
Lancaster et al. (2002) also collected data regarding the development of goals on the written
IEP that had been articulated by the student at the IEP meeting. A percentage was determined
based on the number of IEP goals that were directly tied to information provided by the student
during the meeting. A 5-point Likert scale called the Student and Adult Satisfaction Questionnaires
was used to determine the satisfaction of students and adults at the IEP meeting. At the end of the
adult questionnaire, adults reported the categories in which students shared information such as
goals and skills to be addressed.
Strategy knowledge was measured by Lancaster et al. (2002) using a test of 15 open-ended
items. Students could demonstrate their knowledge verbally or in writing. Knowledge included
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definitions of key terms related to the strategy, when to use it, and the names of behaviors and
steps in the SHARE and IPLAN acronyms. Interrater agreement was 97%.
Data collected regarding student responses to probe questions indicated that students in the
IH group provided two to three times as many relevant responses during the actual IEP meeting
than during baseline (Lancaster et al., 2002). Relevant responses also increased significantly for
the LI group; the mean score for relevant responses was 62 and 61.4 respectively. Responses
increased slightly for students who did not receive instruction; the mean score was 21, which was
significantly lower than the IH and LI groups. Unlike previous studies by Van Reusen, instruction
was delivered by the researcher, but the special education teachers managed the IEP meeting. Thus,
the students were not reminded by the steps due to the instructor being present at the meeting. The
use of a contrast group demonstrated that the gains made by both experimental groups were much
more significant than those in the comparison group. It is important to note, however, that the
teacher controls during the meeting were minimal, and the behavior of the teachers could have
affected the results in a positive or negative manner.
Data was also collected by Lancaster et al. (2002) on the extent to which students utilized
the SHARE and PLAN behaviors and steps. On average, Students in the IH group earned 99% of
available points on the SHARE checklist while LI students earned 97%. Comparison students
earned substantially fewer points than the instructional groups; the average score was 86%.
Students in both instructional groups earned 100% of points on the PLAN checklist, but the
students who received no instruction only earned 43% of points on average.
When comparing the number of goals based on student contributions, results indicated that
60% to 100% of the IH group’s IEP goals were based on student contributions while only 0% to
40% of the contrast group’s goals were based on contributions by students (Lancaster et al., 2002).
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The LI group’s goal percentages were similar to the IH group with 67% to 100% of goals being
based on student contributions.
On the knowledge measure provided by Lancaster et al. (2002), students in the IH and LI
groups answered a similar number of questions correctly on the pretest with an average of 19%
and 16% respectively. After instruction, scores increased to 97% and 94% respectively, indicating
no significant difference between the two groups. However, the contrast group did not increase
their scores from the pretest to posttest. Students in the IH group reported a high level of
satisfaction with the instructional process. The average satisfaction rating was 4.8, which is similar
to the rating of the LI group, which was 4.7. The ratings provided by the contrast group were only
slightly lower with an average rating of 4.3, which does not indicate a significant difference.
Overall, adults participating in the meetings of students who did not receive instruction were not
as satisfied with the meeting as those who were in the experimental groups.
Teachers spent an average of 68 minutes providing instruction in the IH group (Lancaster
et al, 2002). This number was less for six of the students. The LI teachers spent more time
providing instruction with an average of 183 minutes, which is substantially more than in the IH
group.
Another study, which was conducted by Cease-Cook, Test, and Scroggins (2013), sought
to add data to the current research (Lancaster et al. 2002; Hammer, 2004) concerning the effects
of the Self-Advocacy CD-ROM on the participation of students in their IEP meetings. Similar to
the study by Lancaster et al. (2002), this study examined the effects on the verbal contributions of
students with developmental cognitive disabilities in high school. Unlike the other studies,
maintenance data was included in the research following completion of the instructional program.
A strength of this particular study was that generalization data was collected for four weeks after
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the maintenance phase in order to determine if the learned skills would continue to be used by the
students.
Five students enrolled in 10th grade categorized as developmentally cognitively disabled
participated in the study by Cease-Cook et al. (2013). They attended a rural school in the Southeast
region of the United States. Requirements for participation in the study included the ability to
manage a computer, utilize a keyboard and mouse, and complete computer tasks without adult
assistance. IQs of the students ranged from 69 to 72 on the WISC-IV and adaptive skills were at a
low level. Reading scores were well-below average for all of the students. Two of the students
were Caucasian males and three were Caucasian females. Some of the students received other
special education services such as speech/language therapy. Each student was currently
participating in an occupational curriculum to prepare them for independent living after high
school. The small size of the sample could be a limiting factor for generalization. In addition,
results may not generalize to other settings with a diverse ethnic population or financial situations.
A multiple-probe across participants design was used by Cease-Cook et al. (2013) to
conduct the study. Students were given the 10 probe questions during a minimum of five baseline
data collections to decide which students had the lowest scores, thus requiring instruction first.
The first student began instruction, and when mastery criteria was met during two successive data
collections, the next student began instruction. To meet mastery criteria, students needed to answer
all probe questions with a score of two or three. After meeting criteria, students moved to the
maintenance phase.
Intervention was completed in the library of the high school by the special education
teacher (Cease-Cook et al., 2013). Five lessons were taught using the CD-ROM as well as a review
session that served as the final CD lesson. Lessons lasted 45 to 135 minutes. Self-advocacy was
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described in Lesson One which also included videos. After the lesson, the teacher asked probe
questions for data collection purposes. Lesson Two taught the SHARE behaviors and administered
a quiz after completing the lesson; a probe was again administered following successful
completion of the lesson. Lesson Three required students to inventory various strengths and
learning needs on various inventory worksheets. Students created their own goals based on the
inventory sheets they filled out. Probe questions were then administered. The steps of PLAN were
taught during Lesson Four and then another probe was administered. Both Lesson Three and Four
provided positive and negative models of the strategy being used. Students needed to complete
quizzes with a certain percentage prior to moving on to the next lesson. The fifth lesson involved
the students viewing videos of students participating in their own meetings; after viewing, students
evaluated the performance and were again given probe questions. Instructional fidelity was
measured to be 100% during all stages of the study.
Students' contributions based on the 10 probe questions served as the main dependent
variable of the Cease-Cook et al. (2013) study. They were adapted based on the questions by Test
and Neale (2004) and were scored on a scale of zero to three. Baseline data was collected at a
simulated IEP meeting prior to receiving instruction. Maintenance probes were administered one
week and three weeks after instruction ended using a simulated IEP meeting format with all legal
participants in attendance. Generalization was measured at the authentic IEP meeting.
Interobserver reliability was measured during all stages of the study and was determined to be
99.8%. Social validity was collected using a student questionnaire and interview. Perceptions of
the teacher related to the strategy were recorded via interview; perceptions of students were also
recorded via interview related to how beneficial they felt the learned skills were to them. Parents
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were also interviewed about their student’s participation in the meeting and how useful the strategy
was for them.
Each of the five students’ quantity of quality verbal contributions increased significantly
from data collections during baseline to data collection during intervention (Cease-Cooke et al.,
2013). Scores again increased from intervention to maintenance. This increase in scores suggests
that students with developmental cognitive disabilities can benefit from self-determination strategy
instruction as much as students with other non-cognitive disabilities. Mean verbal contributions
remained the same or decreased minutely from maintenance to generalization, indicating that
students were able to sustain their skills during a period of 4 weeks. The measure of social validity
determined that the students felt the instruction was age-appropriate and was beneficial for them
in terms of their IEP meetings as well as general school experience. Parents felt that the strategy
would allow students to increase their success in school.
Middle School. Unlike the two other studies that focus on the Self-Advocacy Strategy
instruction for high schoolers, the study by Hammer (2004), taught students at the middle school
level to use The Self-Advocacy Strategy by utilizing a hypermedia program in order to determine
the effects on the number of verbal contributions at the IEP meeting. Three middle school students
were chosen for the study. Each of them attended a private school in the Midwest specifically for
students with disabilities. These students completed their learning tasks within a self-contained
classroom for students with learning difficulties but participated with other students for specialist
classes such as art. Students were either 12 or 13 years old. Two of the students, who were both
female, were categorized as learning disabled; both students had average IQs and were performing
below their grade levels in reading, writing, and math. The third student, who was a male, had an
IQ in the borderline range and had diagnoses of Tourette syndrome, obsessive-compulsive
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disorder, attention-deficit disorder, and pervasive developmental disorder-not otherwise specified.
Two of the students were Caucasian while one was African American. The small sample size and
lack of a control group were limiting factors for the results.
Instruction during the Hammer study in 2004 focused on the IPLAN and SHARE steps that
were originally studied by Van Reusen et al. (1994) and then subsequently studied by Lancaster et
al. (2002) using interactive hypermedia. A multiple-baseline across-subject design was utilized.
Like the Lancaster et al. (2002) study, the Hammer (2004) utilized the CD to provide instruction
related to the strategies without direct teacher instruction. A quiz was included on the CD. The CD
included six total sessions and lasted 30 to 45 minutes. Students worked on the computer
individually at the same time. Because the direct instruction was provided by a CD, all students
were engaged in the same instruction, which provided consistency for each student; this served as
an instructional control.
After completion of computer activities, students participated in role-plays with the
researcher, other students, and school staff required for annual IEP meetings (Hammer, 2004).
Students practiced participating in IEP meetings between three and seven times for approximately
45 minutes each session. During the role plays, data was collected to determine the number of
positive, negative, and irrelevant responses; when criteria for mastery was met, students received
feedback and completed another role-play. Students’ capacity to appropriately respond to IEPbased questions was measured by the 10 probe questions developed by Van Reusen et al. in their
1994 study. Like the original study, students could receive a plus, minus, or 0 depending on the
information provided in their responses. Interrater agreement was 100% on this measure. A pretest
using the 10 probe questions was administered prior to instruction and also used as a posttest after
mastery was achieved in the role plays.
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Directly before the IEP meeting, Hammer (2004) conferenced with the students
individually to review IEP procedures, discuss the learned strategies, and practice answering
questions. At the IEP meeting, students were again observed in order to determine the quantity of
verbal contributions in each category. Reliability was 100% between observers.
The results of the study demonstrated an increase in positive verbal contributions for each
of the students (Hammer, 2004). During baseline, the mean number of positive relevant
contributions was 8.33, and during the IEP it increased to an average of 23.3. Irrelevant and
negative comments were low during baseline with means of 2.09 and 4.58 respectively, and
remained low during role-plays and the IEP meeting with mean scores of 0 in both settings.
Like the study conducted by Hammer (2004), Balint-Langel, Woods-Groves, Rodgers,
Rila, & Ridden (2019) extended the research on the use of the Self-Advocacy CD-ROM, or SACD,
with middle school students with developmental cognitive disabilities. The study specifically
examined the results of instruction using SACD on student participation and SHARE skills, selfdetermination rated by teachers as well as special education teachers, and the generalization of
SHARE behaviors from instruction and IEP meetings to additional educational meetings held in
an informal manner.
An urban middle school of 500 students located in Iowa served as the setting for the 2019
study by Balint-Langel et al. Federal special education categories were not used to label students;
instead, students were categorized as Level 1, Level II, or Level III, depending on their level of
need. Level I students received the least special education support while Level III students received
the most support. Respectively, 33%, 46.7%, and 20% of students were categorized in the three
levels. The small sample size limits generalization to other students; a larger sample size also
would have been able to recognize smaller effects more successfully.
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An experimental pre- and posttest group design was utilized for the Balint-Langel et al.
study (2019). Students were randomly placed in the treatment group or the control group. Students
in the control group were informed that they would receive treatment at a later time. Seven students
were assigned to the treatment group while eight were assigned to the control group. Based on the
Iowa Assessment Reading scores, there were no significant differences between the treatment and
control group.
Treatment involving the use of Self-Advocacy CD-ROM took place in a large group in the
computer lab (Balint-Langel et al., 2019). Many practice opportunities were provided by the
instructor throughout the program in the large group. This study differed from similar studies in
that intervention was not delivered individually or in a small group; the authors felt that this format
gave students the chance to learn from each other in addition to the instructor. The program was
also modified in that a summary sheet was used to summarize the eight inventories from Lesson
One of the strategy to make it simpler for students to share their information.
Intervention in the 2019 study by Balint-Langel et al. was delivered through six lessons
teaching the SHARE and I PLAN strategies. During Lesson One, which was the introduction phase
of the unit teaching about the purpose of the strategy and definitions of key terms, students
completed a quiz and were required to earn a score of 80% in order to signify mastery. If mastery
was not met, students completed the lesson and quiz until mastery was achieved. Students were
introduced to the SHARE behaviors in Lesson Two and the inventory phase of I Plan in Lesson
Three, during which strengths, areas of need, goals, and learning preferences were recorded for
inventory purposes to be utilized during future meetings. Lesson Four focused on the actual steps
of PLAN while Lesson Five used adult role plays to give students an opportunity to analyze
strategy behaviors that were present or not present in the role play. Last, students reviewed the
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strategies and participated in several simulated meetings. Inventories were used to help share
information. Students were given feedback regarding appropriate behaviors as well as errors that
had been made during the simulation.
Intervention group instruction occurred for two weeks during five sessions (Balint-Langel
et al., 2019). Sessions lasted approximately 1.5 hours with an overall instructional time of 7.5
hours for students. After completion of the treatment in the intervention group, the control group
began instruction, which was completed in four hours. Procedural fidelity for the SACD lessons
was recorded using a checklist for the lessons and was utilized during four of the lessons. Fidelity
was rated as 100%.
Following their posttest, intervention students partook in a planning meeting. Prior to the
meeting, the instructor gave the educator managing the meeting guidelines to encourage student
participation. Performance at the meeting served as the generalization data. Balint-Langel et al.
(2019) collected data through the use of four separate measures. Both groups of students completed
the four measures prior to instruction to collect pre-test data. After finishing the intervention,
treatment group students completed the measures again to report post-test data and then performed
generalization activities. When this phase was complete, the control group began instruction.
The effects of instruction were measured using The Self-Advocacy Self Report on a scale
of zero to three (Balint-Langel et al., 2019). This involved the 10 probe questions used in previous
studies of the Self-Advocacy Strategy. Students could receive 0, 1, 2, or 3 points depending on the
specificity of their responses to the questions, which were considered crucial for selfdetermination.
The SHARE checklist was utilized by Balint-Langel et al. (2019) in a more detailed and
specific manner than in previous studies. Momentary time sampling with 5-second intervals
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recorded the frequency of two behaviors, which were upright seated posture, on-task behavior,
voice tone, and eye contact. Behaviors were assigned a set of criteria, and the observer reported a
“yes” if this criterion was met during the interval and “no” if it was not met. Some of the behaviors,
however, were rated differently during the generalizing phase due to not having the same total
opportunities. Thus, a Likert-type scale was used for eye contact for an overall score; tone of voice
also was an overall score but was only recorded as “yes” or “no.”
Balint-Langel et al. (2019) utilized two scales to analyze the students’ self-determination
skills as perceived by themselves as well as by the teachers. Arc’s SDS: Adolescent Version
provided 72 items for students to complete in the four main areas of self-determination. The
educator rating scale contained 30 items in the main areas of capacity and opportunity.
Based on the Self-Advocacy Self-Report, pretest scores were similar for both groups
(Balint-Langel et al., 2019). Scores were significantly higher for students in the treatment group
on the posttest. This increase was primarily due to students providing a better response for
Question One, which asked students about their learning strengths. There was not a substantial
difference between groups regarding the other nine questions. SHARE behaviors were similar
between groups on both the pretest and posttest. Although the increase in usage of the behaviors
was not statistically significant, there was a slight increase in the skill level of treatment students
regarding posture, on-task behavior, voice tone, and eye contact. No substantial differences were
found on the AIR: SDS measure concerning scores for self-determination. However, despite not
being statistically significant, there was a small increase in the scores of treatment students in the
areas of Self-Determination Total and autonomy.
Upon analyzing the generalization data, Balint-Langel et al. (2019) determined that
students in the treatment group showed an increase from the posttest to the actual meeting in
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regards to appropriate sitting posture. However, the percentage of on-task behavior decreased
slightly. 57% of treatment students used eye contact throughout the meeting, and 57% also spoke
in with an appropriate voice tone. A strength of the study was that data was collected during
baseline through a pretest, after baseline using a posttest, and then again during generalization.
This information was compared to the scores of a control group to determine differences that
occurred. Maintenance data was not collected for the treatment group. Limited conclusions can be
drawn from the generalization data, and in the future, it would be beneficial to include measures
of generalization in other areas such as job activities.
Self-Directed IEP
The Self-Directed IEP, or SD-IEP, is another program that has received a great deal of
attention. Originally developed by Martin, Marshal, Maxon, and Jerman in 1996 (Snyder &
Shapiro, 1997), substantial research has been conducted to determine its efficacy in regards to
teaching students self-determination through the IEP meeting process (Snyder &Shapiro, 1997;
Snyder, 2002; Allen, Smith, Test, & Flowers, 2006; Diegelmann & Test, 2018), and a number of
these studies have sought data to validate the strategy as an evidence-based practice (Martin, Van
Dycke, Christensen, Greene, Gardner, & Lovett, 2006; Arndt, Konrad, & Test, 2006). Each of
these studies used the traditional model of direct teacher instruction to implement the strategy;
however, a study conducted by Kelley, Bartholomew, and Test (2011) utilized technology to assist
in the implementation process.
Direct Teacher Instruction. In the landmark study on The Self-Directed IEP by Snyder
and Shapiro (1997), research was conducted to determine if students receiving special education
services in the category of EBD could be instructed to manage their own IEP meetings. According
to Snyder and Shapiro (1997), at that time only anecdotal data, rather than empirical data, had been
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collected on the efficacy of the strategy. Thus, the authors sought quantitative data that could be
utilized to show that students could indeed be taught to lead their own meetings.
The study in 1997 by Snyder and Shapiro took place at a private school in Eastern
Pennsylvania. Students had serious emotional disabilities and were not successful in regular
schools. Students were in the program full time and would continue to be enrolled there for at least
a few more months due to the extent of their disabilities. Eight students met the criteria but only
three were involved in the study. Each of the students was 15-years-old and in the 10th grade. They
had difficulties following school rules and interacting appropriately with other students.
Difficulties included noncompliance, aggression, and being easily distracted. Intellectual
functioning scores were reviewed from the WISC-III for two of the students; they were both in the
average range.
Snyder and Shapiro (1997) utilized a multiple-baseline design for the study. The four
categories of behavior relating to managing one’s own IEP meeting were examined using The SelfDirected IEP Behavior Rating Scale (SD-IEPBRS), which was created by the authors for the study
to rate the four sections of the IEP program. These sections included an introduction of participants
and the meeting purpose, a review of previous IEP goals, a discussion of goals for the future IEP,
and concluding the meeting. It was a Likert-type scale with 16 items with scores ranging from 0
(did not occur) to 5 (very adequate). Students could earn a total of 80 points with 20 points
available in each section.
The scores were calculated based on simulated meetings that were recorded by Snyder and
Shapiro (1997). Two groups of two graduate students were observers who watched the videos and
determined the scores collaboratively within the dyad. Then they compared the scores with the
other dyad by using a specific calculation; scores were considered in agreement if they were
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different by one point or less. Within the dyad, the mean of agreement was 94% before the
discussions to reach a consensus. The mean agreement between dyads was 93%.
The Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents (SPPA) was used to determine if there were
changes in the students’ self-perceptions when they were instructed to lead their IEP meetings
(Snyder & Shapiro, 1997). It contained 45 questions using a one to four scale in nine areas:
scholastic competence, physical appearance, social acceptance, behavioral conduct, job
competence, close friendship, self-worth, romantic appeal, and global self-worth (Snyder &
Shapiro, 1997, p. 249). It was completed before and after instruction. The Children’s Intervention
Rating Profile (CIRP), with some modifications, was used to determine how acceptable the
program was to the students participating in it. It was given to them after instruction was complete.
It used a Likert scale with six questions with a rating of Agree or Disagree; students’ ratings were
in the 6 to 36 range.
Before instruction began, students participated in a simulated IEP meeting and completed
the Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents (Snyder & Shapiro, 1997). Meetings were in the 10 to
45 minute range. The student was given the opportunity to participate, but the school psychologist
led the step if the student didn’t participate. Students also participated in a simulated IEP meeting
after instruction was complete.
Students received instruction and assessment in a classroom in the school building. SelfDirected IEP was used during 11 sessions that each included video presentations, tasks from a
workbook, scripts for IEPs, behavior expectations at IEP meetings discussions, and becoming
familiar with IEP language and vocabulary words. Teachers used the SD-IEP manual to teach IEP
meeting steps. Sessions were 40 minutes long. During instruction, students had a point system that
identified their behavior during instruction in the areas of active participation, completion of
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written assignments, remaining in their assigned areas, interacting appropriately with others and
an individual goal targeting a behavior difficulty (Snyder & Shapiro, 1997, p. 251). Students
earned a small amount of money for appropriate behavior. The school psychologist talked to
students about various elements of the IEP process to make them feel more comfortable. 100% of
the workbook tasks were completed. Students were recorded after certain lessons to determine
how well they had learned the behaviors and skills.
On the SD-IEPBRS measure, Snyder and Shapiro (1997) noted that two of the three
students made significant gains in the skills of managing an IEP meeting. Before learning the SDIEP content, all of the students had low scores in all four areas. His scores increased in all four
areas from baseline. Two of the students made significant gains in all four areas. One of the
students, however, did not improve his scores. He completed the workbook tasks but refused to
demonstrate the skills necessary to lead an IEP meeting. Hence, the results may show his
noncompliance rather than lack of skill development.
By using the Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents, Snyder and Shapiro (1997) were able
to examine the students’ perceptions of their own self-efficacy. Each of the three students increased
their score in the area of job competence. The score for scholastic competence decreased for the
two students who showed the most improvement on managing their IEP meetings. Global selfworth increased for the student who did not actually show any improvement in leading his meeting.
All of the students deemed the instruction as acceptable; it was rated as fair and they felt it would
be beneficial for them in school. There were no consistent changes to perceptions, which indicates
that the research did not have a significant impact on self-perception.
A number of factors in the Snyder and Shapiro (1997) study resulted in limitations for
generalizability. Staff members varied at some of the meetings. Having their actual teacher may
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have affected performance. The sample size was small, and a longer study with more students
would be required in order to see if there is really a change in self-perception due to instruction.
Students were assessed in a simulated IEP meeting rather than a real one. Research involving
students in a real IEP meeting may result in more accurate data.
A study by Snyder in 2002 built upon previous research by Snyder and Shapiro (1997) on
the effects of the Self-Directed IEP curriculum. This study examined the effects of the same
curriculum on students with combined EBD and developmental cognitive disabilities. Similar to
the 1997 study, Snyder (2002) seeks to determine if the Self-Directed IEP Program improves
management of one’s own IEP in four areas: introducing participants and purpose, discussing
progress on previous IEP goals, considering goals for the future, and concluding the IEP meeting.
The participants in this study lived at a residential facility in Eastern Pennsylvania (Snyder,
2002). Students at this facility were diagnosed with developmental cognitive disabilities and could
not receive adequate education in their local schools. Six students participated and were between
the ages of 14 and 20 with full scale IQs between 60 and 67. Five of the six students were female.
Ethnicities of the students were Caucasian, African American, and Hispanic. Students were
diagnosed with various behavioral disorders including schizophrenia, conduct disorder, and
personality disorder. Challenging behaviors exhibited by students included aggression, running
away, property destruction, stealing, suicidal behavior, and sexual promiscuity. All participants
were expected to be at the facility for a minimum of several more months. The small sample size
is a limiting factor in making generalizations about other settings and categories of students.
Prior to instruction, students took part in simulated IEP meetings with their special
education teacher, school psychologist, general education teacher, and researcher (Snyder, 2002).
The IEP, agenda, and script were available for use. The student was invited to participate, but if
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the student chose not to do so, the psychologist managed the meeting. After instruction, students
participated in another IEP meeting to determine if the instructed skills had been generalized.
Students in the Snyder (2002) study primarily received small-group instruction but were
provided individual instruction if a group session was missed. Two of the students were given
individual instruction for seven or eight sessions due to extenuating circumstances. Students
watched a video about self-directed IEPs and completed activities during instructional sessions
twice a week for 6 weeks. All students completed 11 sessions. Various methods such as modeling
and examples were utilized. Students were taught to introduce the participants and purpose of the
meeting, discuss progress on previous IEP goals as well as potential future goals, and conclude the
meeting. The instruction was provided by a school psychologist with experience in special
education.
In total, students completed 11 sessions of instruction during the study (Snyder, 2002) with
the last session reviewing how to manage the entire IEP meeting. Throughout training, students
became more confident taking an active role in their meetings in a formal setting by learning how
to appropriately discuss their personal experiences and goals as well as interact with adult
participants. A limit of the study was that instruction was not consistent across participants; 2 of
the students completed the instruction in an individual setting rather than with the whole group
due to scheduling constraints. Some of the students did not participate in the training assessments,
which limits the conclusions that can be drawn.
The study used the Self-Directed IEP Behavior Ration Scale, or SD-IEPBRS, which
assesses the four sections of the SD-IEP program (Snyder, 2002). The scale had 16 items and a
Likert-type scale that ranged from one to five with one representing behaviors that did not occur.
The scores could range from 0 to 80. Data was collected prior to the training in an initial meeting
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and after the training when the students participated in the actual IEP meeting. The meetings were
recorded and data was collected by trained observers. Agreement of 90% was obtained by the
dyads of raters. A Likert-like scale was also used to determine the acceptability of the program.
Participants were given a modified version of the Children’s Intervention Rating Profile, or CIRP.
Researchers named this modified assessment the Student Intervention Rating Profile, or SIRP.
Snyder’s data (2002) demonstrated that the students showed improvement in their ability
to manage their IEP meetings. On the SIRP measure, students rated the program between 25 and
36, indicating that they all found it to be acceptable. This study showed that students who have a
severe developmental cognitive disability are able to learn self-determination skills as a part of the
IEP process. Each of the student’s scores increased from the first training session to the actual IEP
meeting. Skills were generalized to the authentic IEP setting. However, the ratings did not always
show an increase after the instruction was provided, which demonstrated that the instruction was
not the only factor causing the increase in rating.
To add to the body of research concerning the Self-Directed IEP program in order for it to
be considered evidence-based practice, Martin, Van Dycke, Christensen, Greene, Gardner, and
Lovett (2006a) conducted a randomized group experiment involving students in a variety of
disability categories to establish the efficacy of the program. Martin et al. (2006) contended that
results of randomized group experiments are critical in the consideration of programs as being
evidence-based.
There were 764 IEP team members in 130 middle and high schools who were involved in
transition IEP meetings at the middle and high school levels (Martin et al., 2006a). The group of
participants included 83 males (64%) and 47 females (36%). 71.5% of students were labeled as
having a specific learning disability, 8.5% were labeled as developmentally cognitively disabled,
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7.7% as other health disabled, 3.1% as emotionally/behaviorally disabled, 3.1% as Asperger’s,
1.5% orthopedic impairment, and 4.6% unknown. Ethnically, students were 84.3%
Caucasian, 9.2% African American, 3.7% Hispanic/Latino, and 2.8% multicultural, most of whom
being native American. Eighty-five percent of the participants were aged 13 to 17; 3.8% were 12,
and 11.2% were 18 or older.
Participants in the Martin et al. (2006a) study attended five school districts in a
Southwestern state. Three of these districts were rural and accounted for 32.3% of data while two
suburban school districts accounted for 67.7% of data). Fifty-two meetings took place at middle
schools and 78 meetings took place at high schools. The large sample size of the study was a
strength of the study, but the primarily Caucasian sample could limit generalizability to other
ethnicities; because of this limit, the results may not apply to diverse students.
A pre/posttest control and intervention design was utilized for the study by Martin et al.
(2006a). Students were assigned at random to the two conditions. When cumulative GPA and IQ
scores were compared, there were no significant differences. Baseline data was retrieved from a
previous study conducted by Martin.
Students received instruction based on the 11 steps of the curriculum (Martin et al., 2006a).
Steps included IEP meeting management skills such as introducing the participants and purpose,
reviewing goals, and expressing personal thoughts such as interests, skills, limits, and goals.
Curriculum was taught in the following ways by the different teachers: through a 6-hour student
lesson during one day, one lesson each day over 11 successive school days, one lesson each week
spanning 11 weeks, or two lessons each week spanning 5 or 6 weeks. Control group students did
not have instruction and the teachers led the IEP meeting in the traditional manner. They didn’t
prompt students in any of the steps that the other students were learning using the curriculum
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strategies. Researchers observed teachers to determine if they followed the steps of Self-Directed
IEP. Teachers taught 96.7% of the steps. Fidelity checklists were completed by seven instructors
on which instructional fidelity was 98.4%.
Martin et al. (2006a) used momentary time sampling with 10 second intervals to determine
the percentage of intervals at least one person was talking about transition topics. Observers used
prerecorded beeps to inform them of the intervals. The interval was recorded as talking if the
participants were speaking during the beep; multiple conversations were recorded if multiple
people were talking, and no conversations was recorded if there was nobody speaking at that time.
Prior to official data collection, observers collected time sample data on three trials and had 90%
or above interobserver agreement. Interobserver checks were also completed at times throughout
the study, and agreement was between 88% and 100% on the various trials with different
observers.
At the meeting, the observers completed the time sampling and also noted the meeting
length, attendees, who began the meeting as well as led it, attendees who stayed at the meeting the
entire time, and attendees who entered the meeting but then left (Martin et al., 2006a). The observer
checked off the leadership skill completed by the student and documented if the skills were utilized
independently or with prompting. Based on education records and the discussion at the meeting,
the observer determined the type of meeting as well as information about the students: disability,
age, grade, race, and academic performance information. A limitation may have been due to
varying teacher expectations of students could alter the opportunities that students have to lead
their meetings.
Post-meeting surveys were used by Martin et al. (2006a) to determine student and adult
perceptions in the following areas: prior knowledge, transition topics, student behavior at the
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meeting, and participant perceptions of the meeting. Adult participants and student participants
answered questions. Meeting participants completed the surveys before and after the IEP meeting.
Students and adults rated their own participation on a scale of 0 (not at all) to 3 (a lot). The ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessment was completed by the teachers before the IEP meeting was
held and again at the conclusion of the school year. The assessment measured the students’ abilities
to choose and communicate their own goals as well as take steps to achieve their goals.
Martin et al. (2006a) observed 130 meetings. The categories for these meetings were as
follows: annual high school meeting (53%), annual middle school meeting (17.7%), meeting to
address middle to high school transition (22.3%), meeting to address high school to career
technology transition (6.9%). Intervention group students were significantly more likely to initiate
their own IEP meeting than the students who did not receive instruction. Only one student in the
control group started his/her own meeting while 27 students did so in the intervention
condition. Students were considered to have led their meetings if they completed a series of steps
including skills such as introducing themselves and discussing goals. Fifteen percent of the
intervention meetings were led by students, while none of the control meetings were led by
students.
Control and intervention groups had a similar IEP meeting duration. At the meetings,
intervention students spoke four times as often as they did during baseline and over twice as much
as control students. Talking time of parents, gen ed teachers, and administrators decreased for the
intervention group. There were fewer instances of multiple conversations going on at the same
time, which could mean that they were more focused. Martin et al. (2006a) noted that there was a
strong relationship between SD-IEP instruction and students spending more time speaking.
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Results of the study by Martin et al. (2006a) indicated a strong correlation between
instruction and using the leadership steps during their IEP meeting. Students self-initiated their
leadership skills one-third to one-half of the time. Based on the ChoiceMaker TeacherAdministered Self-Determination Assessment, all three areas assessed were significantly impacted
by the SD-IEP instruction. Students were more likely to demonstrate the skills surrounding
choosing goals, communicating those goals, and taking steps to achieve the goals.
Lastly, the study examined the participants’ perceptions of the IEP meeting. In the area of
prior knowledge, the ratings increased for both students and adults (Martin et al., 2006a). It
demonstrated a small correlation between instruction and knowledge. Adults and students felt that
transition issues were discussed more at the intervention meetings after instruction, and a moderate
correlation was reported. A strong correlation was found between the provided instruction and
student ratings of their behavior. They felt that they spoke more at their meetings. Students in the
intervention group had more positive perceptions than those without instruction; however, the
perceptions of the adult participants were similar in the intervention and control groups.
A study similar to the one conducted by Martin et al. (2006a) was proposed by Arndt,
Konrad, and Test (2006) in order to increase the quantity of data indicating the positive effects of
the SD-IEP on participation of multicategorical special education students in their IEP meetings.
Adding this data to the current research base would move the strategy closer to being considered
an evidence-based intervention.
Five students attending an urban school in the Southeast region of the United States
volunteered for the Arndt et al. study (2006). Three of the students were male and two were female.
Students were either Caucasian or African American. Ages were between 14 and 18. Full Scale
IQ scores on various measures indicated IQ scores in the average, borderline, and low categories.
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Disability categories included Other Health Impairment, specific learning disability,
emotional/behavioral disability, autism spectrum disorder, and mild developmental cognitive
disability. Scores of academic performance for all students were below grade-level. All of the
students were currently in a self-contained classroom with a focus on occupation preparation for
independent living. Students participated alongside their peers in some general education classes
such as art, band, or physical education, while most of their classes were in the special education
setting. Although the sample size was small, the students were relatively diverse in regards to
ethnicity, gender, and disability category.
A multiple baseline design across behaviors was used by Arndt et al. (2006). Students
received instruction when they had all completed their pretests, which consisted of an authentic
IEP meeting as well as one to three simulated IEP meetings. Simulated IEP meetings included all
legal participants except the parent, and it instead included a photo of the parent. Authentic
meetings had the same participants and included the actual parent rather than a photo. Meetings
were approximately 20 to 30 minutes in duration
The SD-IEP curriculum included 10 lessons with videos and a teacher manual as well as
assessments to be used throughout the unit. A fictional character named Zeke demonstrated the
strategies in the videos to provide a positive example of the skills in action. Each lesson consisted
of the same steps which were an introduction and review, preview of the new material, vocabulary
development, video presentation, class discussion, guided practice, assessment, and conclusion
(Arndt et al., 2006, p. 198). Unit one included the IEP meeting skills of beginning the meeting and
introducing participants, reviewing goals and achievement, and asking for feedback. Unit two
included stating goals regarding education, employment, and independent living, as well as
personal goals related to health and recreation, and asking questions and appropriately dealing with
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differences of opinion. The third and final unit taught students how to discuss necessary supports
to achieve goals, discuss goals, and conclude the conference.
Accommodations were not required during the lessons. Generalization data was collected
at the IEP meeting after instruction in order to determine generalization of the learned skills and
behaviors (Arndt et al., 2006). Taking place one to three days after completion of the instruction,
these meetings were longer than the original IEP meetings because they were managed by the
student. They were between 50 and 70 minutes in duration.
Student participation in simulated IEP meetings served as the dependent variable in the
Arndt et al. study (2006). Data was collected at a real IEP meeting prior to instruction as well as
after Students earned points during three instructional units and their total score was calculated as
a percentage of total points. A checklist noting all of the skills learned during the three units was
utilized to record the skills that were used.
Interobserver reliability measures were used at the simulated IEP meetings after each of
the three units as well as the authentic IEP meetings (Arndt et al., 2006). Mean agreement 88.9%
for the first IEP meeting and 97% for the second IEP meeting. Agreement on the simulated IEP
meetings were 96.4%, 92.6%, and 94.2% on average for each of the three meetings. Procedural
reliability was calculated during three lessons and was determined to be 100%, 93%, and 100%
for the three lessons. Social validity was measured by Snyder’s Student Intervention Rating
Profile, created in 2002. Students recorded their opinions of the strategy by using a Likert scale of
seven items to indicate if they strongly agreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.
Each of the students made significant gains in their participation at the mock IEP meeting.
At the original IEP meeting, the mean scores for units one, two, and three components were two,
nine, and two respectively. After instruction had been completed, the mean score at the second IEP
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meeting was 14, 17, and 11 respectively. These scores show a substantial increase in skills learned
during each of the three units. Generalization scores demonstrated that the skills transferred from
simulated IEP meetings to actual IEP meetings. Anecdotally, students felt that they were more
knowledgeable about the IEP process and had a stronger voice in the proceedings (Arndt et al.,
2006).
This research by Arndt et al. (2006) provided similar findings to previous studies which
also demonstrated the efficacy of SD-IEP. Students in a variety of disability categories with IQs
in the lower range were able to successfully learn the self-determination skills requisite for leading
their IEP meetings. There were small variances between the actual IEP meeting and the mock IEP
meeting, which could have affected the results.
Modifications for Students with Developmental Cognitive Disabilities. Research has also
shown that with appropriate modifications to the curricula, students with significant developmental
cognitive disabilities can learn to be active participants in their meetings. Allen, Smith, Test, and
Flowers (2001) proposed to teach self-determination skills to students with moderate DCD in order
to participate in their meetings. The Self-Directed IEP program was utilized to help students gain
these skills. Four high school students in the category of moderate cognitive developmental
disability in a high school program were chosen. Two students were female and two were male.
IQs on the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children-III (WISC-III), Leiter Scale, or Stanford Binet
were between 36 and 51. Each student was Caucasian. Reading abilities and social skills varied
across participants. Three of the four students were beginning to work in unpaid positions such as
retail work and office work. These students participated in a self-contained class of 11 students.
All of the students were taught the skills, but these four students were the focus because they had
upcoming IEP meetings at which data could be collected as a baseline and then have another IEP
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meeting at the end of the year after instruction was complete. The sample size was small which
limits generalizability of results.
The SD-IEP program was modified by Allen et al. (2001) in order to be applicable to
students with a moderate cognitive disability. Each lesson consisted of eight steps to help students
learn the material. Review of previous steps, preview of new terms and instruction, video
modeling, workbook tasks, teacher demonstration, student assessment, and concluding activities
were used in each lesson. If necessary, picture cues for steps were provided for students with more
significant needs. Other modifications to the curriculum were made because the purpose of this
study was for students to participate in their meetings rather than lead them. Students received
instruction via small groups for 12 weeks in 30-40 minute periods. Two lessons were recorded and
compared to a checklist of lesson requirements in order to determine the procedural reliability;
based on this measure, procedural reliability was 100%.
In SD-IEP program, students learned skills in four areas (Allen et al., 2001). First, students
learned how to initiate the meeting by stating a purpose and introducing the members of the team.
Second, the student reported interests in areas such as education, employment, and daily living.
Third, students reported their skills, which included both their skills and limits regarding
education, employment, daily living, and community participation. Last, students reported their
options and goals; these included education, employment, daily living, housing, and community
participation.
In the Allen et al. study (2001), each student participated in five mock IEP meetings. A
mock IEP meeting was held prior to instruction in order to collect baseline data. The other mock
IEP meetings were held at the conclusion of instructional units and included the student, a special
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education teacher, a general education teacher, and a visual representation of a parent created by
the student. The length of the mock IEP meetings was between 30 and 40 minutes.
An authentic IEP meeting was the final component of the study to determine if participation
skills were generalized to an untrained situation (Allen et al., 2001). The first IEP meeting was
held on the normal annual IEP date and lasted approximately 30 minutes, while the second meeting
took place at the end of the school year after the completion of all lessons and mock IEP meetings
and lasted between 45 and 60 minutes. At this meeting, all participants who were legally required
to participate were there which included the student, special education teacher, district
representative, and parents. All meetings, whether mock or real, were completed in the conference
room.
In this study, the participation in the mock IEP meetings as well as generalizing those skills
to the real IEP meeting, was the dependent variable. Data was collected by Allen et al. (2001) a
multiple baseline design. Measurement of the dependent variable was completed through a
ChoiceMaker curriculum checklist that was adapted to meet the requirements of the current study.
Students were scored on their ability to lead the meeting as well as report on their interests, skills,
and options. Students were scored during four meetings by two raters in order to determine
interrater reliability for the real IEP meeting and mock IEP meetings. The agreement was 94% to
100% and 97% to 100% respectively. Because the SD-IEP lessons were modified for students with
cognitive disabilities, this study only demonstrates the efficacy of the modified version rather than
the entire program.
Allen et al. (2001) calculated results based on the performance at the mock IEP meetings
as well as at the authentic IEP meetings. At the mock IEP meetings, each student earned a score
of one out of four during baseline but improved his or her score to a mean of between two and 3.3.
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In the areas of reporting interests, skills, and options, students also increased their scores from
baseline by a significant amount. Students also significantly increased their scores in all four areas
from the first IEP meeting to the final IEP meeting. These scores indicate that students with
developmental cognitive disabilities are able to learn to engage actively in their IEP meetings and
can generalize these skills to an actual IEP meeting. A strong point of the study was that the scores
on the baseline measure at the first IEP meeting prior to instruction could be compared to the data
at the final IEP meeting.
Diegelmann and Test (2018) asserted that the low enrollment of students with
developmental cognitive disabilities in educational programs after high school, as well as
gainful employment, may be caused by fewer opportunities to make decisions during high school
regarding their own future plans. Because students with developmental disabilities often struggle
to learn and maintain information, the authors felt that a checklist used for self-monitoring of
information could be beneficial for this group of students and also increase motivation. This study
analyzed the effects of adding a self-monitoring checklist to the Self-Directed IEP curriculum for
students with developmental disabilities (Diegelmann & Test, 2018).
Students in the Diegelmann and Test study (2018) ranged in age from 14 to 21 and each
student had a diagnosis of multiple disabilities. They attended either a middle or high school in a
rural community in the Southeast of the United States. Participants were able to verbalize their
thoughts and had not attended prior IEP meetings. All four students were Caucasian and one of
the students was female. IQ scores ranged from the extremely low range to average range.
Academic achievements scores were in the very low to low range. Two of the students spent 39%
of their instructional time in the general education setting while the other two students spent 80%
of their time in the general education setting.

67

The design utilized by Diegelmann and Test (2018) was a multiple probe across
participants design. The steps of the strategy that were correctly implemented by the student during
the IEP meeting served as the dependent variable. Each step of the strategy was further segmented
into smaller segments to calculate a more accurate score. Probes were administered prior to
instruction at each session. Interobserver reliability was calculated during 30% of sessions and was
reported as 86% on average. Procedural fidelity was reported as 88%.
The SD-IEP curriculum was utilized to instruct students in the components of selfdetermination (Diegelmann & Test, 2018). As in the previous studies, a workbook and DVD were
used during instruction. In this study, however, it was modified slightly by removing several of
the steps. Students did not practice addressing different opinions or working on IEP goals
throughout the school year.
Diegelmann and Test (2018) added a self-monitoring component to the SD-IEP. It utilized
picture prompts to make it easier for students with developmental disabilities to understand.
Students were able to fill it out as they learned the content of the curriculum. Baseline data
collection occurred during at least three probe sessions. If students answered incorrectly or did not
answer in 10 seconds, the item was marked as incorrect. They did not use their checklist at this
stage.
Social validity data was reported through the use of a questionnaire consisting of five items
that could be answered “yes,” “no,” or “maybe” (Diegelmann & Test, 2018). The items addressed
how the students felt about the instruction and utilized picture prompts to support the students’
understanding. Teachers and job coaches also completed the questionnaire to determine their
perceptions of how well students were able to lead their meetings.
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Instruction consisted of three phases in the Diegelmann and Test (2018) study. In phase
one, prior to the instructional lesson, probe data was collected using the same baseline procedure.
The seven lessons of instruction were the same as in prior studies except for the addition of the
Student IEP Checklist. When students learned a step, they wrote it on their own checklist. It was
then used when students role-played the IEP meeting. As in the other studies, students were asked
probe questions but were not allowed to use their checklist. In phase two, students who were unable
to meet the requirements for mastery completed a minimum of three more probes and could use
their Student IEP Checklist to assist them. No instruction was provided. Students who met mastery
moved to the maintenance phase. In phase three, students were given an opportunity to practice
the specific steps with which they struggled if they had not met mastery in phase two. After phase
three, students entered the maintenance phase during which data collection occurred between 7
and 32 days after mastery in the previous phase. Students could use their Student IEP Checklist.
The final stage of the Diegelmann and Test (2018) study was generalization. Each student
completed two simulated IEP meetings with one occurring prior to baseline and the other occurring
after the maintenance stage. Results of the study indicated that a functional relationship existed
between the checklist with picture prompts and the accurately completing the steps during the IEP
meeting. Three of the students did not achieve mastery until they had access to the checklist.
However, once they could use the checklist, students significantly increased their ability to
complete the steps required at the IEP meeting. A notable limitation is that the students in the study
were categorized at mildly cognitively disabled; the effects of the study may not generalize to
students with moderate, severe, or profound DCD.
Computer Assisted Instruction. Despite the fact that many studies have been conducted
on the effectiveness of the SD-IEP program, there is little research involving the use of technology
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combined with SD-IEP. Only one study, conducted by Kelley, Bartholomew, and Test (2011)
investigated whether student participation was increased after The Self-Directed IEP was taught
to students using computer assisted instruction, or CAI. To determine the usefulness of this
instructional format, three students between the ages of 15 and 20 years old participated in the
study. These students were chosen based on having a current IEP and being able to read, write,
and perform computer tasks. IQ scores were between 73 and 87. Two of the three students were
categorized as developmentally cognitively disabled, and one of the students had a specific
learning disability and ADHD. The students attended a private school for students with complex
disabilities that was located in a church. The private setting of the study could limit generalization
of the data to nonprivate settings. Researchers were unable to review the educational history of the
students which could again hinder generalizability of the findings
The design of the Kelley et al. study (2011) was multiple-probe across participants. Student
participation in his/her meeting served as the dependent variable. Students earned points for each
step of the curriculum that was completed based on a two-point scale. In total, students could earn
between zero and 20 points during their meeting. Researchers collected baseline data using four
probes and began the intervention first with the student whose scores were lowest and most
consistent. When this student earned 18 out of 20 points, the next student began instruction while
the first one continued with maintenance activities. Once again, the third participant started when
the second one scored at least 18 out of 20 points. After instruction using CAI, generalization data
was collected during actual meetings using the same scoring as mock meetings. Results may have
been impacted by the fact that the researchers, who provided instruction, also attended the
meaning, which could have prompted students to use the skills in a way they would not otherwise
have done.
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CAI is described by Kelley et al. (2011) as the use of computers and other technology to
benefit students academically. It can include various teaching methods such as direct instruction,
modeling, and feedback. Instruction can occur in a small group or individual setting. Independent
practice activities can also be addressed through CAI. CAI has the potential to decrease the time
necessary for teachers to teach certain skills as it provides direct instruction and modeling without
direct teacher interaction.
CAI lessons took place in an empty classroom with a conference table and chairs. Lessons
were 40-50 minutes long and used role play to practice the 10 steps of Self-Directed IEP (Kelley
et al., 2011). Students used a laptop computer with Microsoft PowerPoint to view the lessons. SelfDirected IEP curriculum videos were placed within the PowerPoint. Flip videos were used for
recordings of probes used for reliability purposes. Students had a page from the curriculum that
described the steps of leading an IEP meeting. There were 10 steps total, and each one was a
separate PowerPoint lesson with interactive hyperlinks and recorded narration using the
components of the curriculum. After finishing the lesson, students completed role play activities.
The curriculum was modified in order to work better with CAI in the following ways: it did not
include step 11, it divided the IEP meeting video into manageable parts to use in each lesson
concerning that part, and it provided extra role-play opportunities. Students were given the steps
of the curriculum for reference. When students had mastered the steps, maintenance data was
collected at weeks one and three (or 2.5 due to it being the end of the school year). Interobserver
reliability was calculated with the assistance of a second individual who also observed the
meetings. Reliability was 100% during meetings.
Kelley et al. (2011) measured social validity through three questionnaires with five to six
questions each on a four-point Likert-type scale. This measure provided the opinions of procedures
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and outcomes. Students, teachers, and parents completed the questionnaire. In addition, three
special education teachers attending graduate school also filled out the questionnaire to illustrate
their perceptions of student participation at the meetings. A checklist measured procedural
reliability. It included items related to instructional fidelity such as instructors providing feedback
for wrong answers and extra role-playing opportunities for students. 22% of lessons were
examined for procedural reliability; the average agreement between researchers was 97%.
Each of the three students improved significantly from their baseline to maintenance scores
(Kelley et al., 2011). At baseline, the students earned mean scores between 1 and 2.3, indicating
that they could complete few of the steps required in The Self-Directed IEP program for
meaningful participation. Their scores improved to 10.3 to 14 during intervention and 16 to 18
during the maintenance phase. Unlike previous studies, students were able to lead their meetings
without teacher prompts by using the provided list of steps from The Self-Directed IEP
curriculum. The time spent by students speaking at their meetings was not formally recorded.
However, the social validity ratings indicated that the time increased. Data collection regarding
students’ meaningful contributions was particularly robust because it included data points during
baseline, maintenance, and generalization in order to determine the functional relationship between
the instruction and meeting participation.
Student and parent social validity was in the 3.3 to 4 range according to Kelley et al. (2011).
Teachers felt that the training was a useful tool and easy to add to classroom instruction. Teachers
and parents felt that students had improved their skills. Students appreciated the opportunity to
learn about their personal goals and explain their hopes for the future.
Appreciative Inquiry
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Research in the secondary grades has predominantly focused on The Self-Advocacy
Strategy and The Self-Directed IEP. An alternative strategy that has received less attention is the
method of appreciative inquiry. In a study by Kozik (2017), the effects of Appreciative Inquiry, or
AI, on a student’s self-advocacy and contributions during the IEP meeting were investigated. AI
is a process centered around understanding the participant and understanding his/her strengths as
well as creating appropriate plans for the future and making a commitment to support the
participant in those plans. The researchers sought to determine how using the AI process changed
the behavior of the participants in the IEP meeting as well as the information that was discussed.
Specifically, the study sought to determine if using AI could increase the turn-taking by students
during the meetings as well as improve the self-advocacy of the students.
Three rural schools located in New York were utilized for this study by Kozik in 2017.
School demographics such as combined wealth of the families was similar between the schools.
At the three schools, 9% to 13% of students were enrolled in special education, and 2% to 3% of
students were considered minorities. Parents, students, and professionals (teachers,
paraprofessionals, school psychologists, etc.) participated in the IEP meetings. The study included
students in all federal disability categories except for traumatic brain injury and deaf-blindness
who were at least 14 years old and had a current transition plan in place. Twenty-one male students
(53%) and 19 female students (47%) were present at the IEP meeting and 49 parents participated
in the meetings. The disability category of the students in this study were not recorded which
makes it difficult to discern whether or not these results would be generalizable to all types of
students. Another limitation is that the study was completed in a rural school district with very few
minority students. These results may differ in a diverse population of students.
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To determine the effectiveness of the AI process, the teaching professionals at one of the
schools, which was designated as P, were given a protocol to be used during IEP meetings (Kozik,
2017). At the school designated as E, training in AI by the author of the study was provided to the
special education teachers; an AI protocol for use by teaching professionals at meetings was also
provided. The third school, designated as C, did not provide any training to teachers or receive a
protocol for IEP meetings and was only used for comparison purposes.
Kozik (2017) provided training to the teachers that focused on the 4D-Cycle. This cycle
utilized 4 separate components: 1) discover (learn about student successes), 2) dream (determine
changes that need to be made), 3) design (goal setting), and 4) deliver (determine required
supports). During the teacher training at school E, teachers learned about the six stages within the
4D-cycle. The Steps 1-3 of the process involved “discovery” of successes through student
discussion of their own successes, parent discussion of the successes of their child, and
teacher/related service provider discussion of successes of the student. Step 4 revolved around
“dreaming;” the group discussion centered around potential changes to the student’s program to
elicit improved success. Step 5, “designing,” consisted of the student discussing his/her own goals
and how to achieve those goals. Lastly, step 6, “delivering,” gave the group an opportunity to
discuss the support required to meet those goals.
In addition to training on these specific 4D-Cycle steps, the trainer guided more general
discussion on how to create a learning environment that was more conducive to success and how
to implement plans for their students (Kozik, 2017). At the conclusion of the training, teachers
were provided with the protocol consisting of the six steps of the 4D cycle to improve student
participation in the IEP meeting.
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To measure the effects of this training and protocol on participant’s contributions, the AIIEP protocol was provided by Kozik (2017) to the leader at the IEP meeting to guide the meeting
towards a focus on the student’s education experiences and goals. At the meetings of school E,
protocol fidelity was 17% and at school P fidelity was at 67%. These results indicated that, on
average, one of the six questions was asked at school P and four of the six questions were asked at
school E.
Another instrument called the IEP Meeting Interaction Measure, which was developed by
Van Dycke, Christensen, et. al in 2006 for similar IEP meeting purposes, was utilized during the
Kozik (2017) study to record the remarks made by meeting participants and the categories in which
these remarks were classified. 10-second duration sampling was used to compare positive
interactions as well as student turn-taking and self-advocacy. Interobserver agreement between the
researcher and research assistant was an average of 87%, indicating a high level of agreement.
Baseline data was initially collected by Kozik (2017) at school P prior to any training and
protocol usage and collected again after these conditions were applied. IEP meetings were also
observed at schools E and C to compare data. A limiting factor was that baseline data was collected
in the year prior to the training/protocol data, which means that some of the students had graduated
and some new students were enrolled, indicating that the meetings were not held for the same
students. Results indicated that the number of positive interactions in school E was 1.7 times
greater than school C, 1.9 times greater than school P, and 1.6 times greater than baseline. Students
spoke significantly more times at school E after training and protocol use than in the other schools;
students at school E spoke 2.9 times more often than at school P and 4.1 times more often than at
school C. Students at school E spoke 1.6 times more than during baseline. Lastly, students at school
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E self-advocated 1.3 times more often than at school C and at school P. Self-advocacy was 1.4
times greater than during baseline.
Based on this research, Kozik (2017) concluded that beginning the meeting with the
student’s perspective and opinions may have set the stage for more positive interactions that
encouraged self-advocacy. Students may have been more open to sharing their ideas and voicing
their thoughts when the meeting was structured in a more student-centered manner. The study
recorded a large number of interactions between students and adults at IEP meetings. The
procedure of collecting baseline data at school E data gave clear evidence of the increase in selfadvocacy and interactions after training and protocol were provided.
My IEP
My IEP is another self-determination curriculum that has been the subject of minimal
research. In the study conducted by Royer (2017), My IEP was evaluated to determine its
effectiveness on participation in the IEP meetings of students with disabilities. This program
utilized colorful graphic organizers which were folded into various sections in order to divide the
instruction into more manageable and concrete sections. These sections were then presented at IEP
meetings. Three specific questions were asked. First, research addressed the percentage of meeting
time in which students spoke, the quantity of meetings that were student-led, and the satisfaction
of both parents and students regarding the meetings. Second, the research addressed whether
students who completed the My IEP instruction would have increased knowledge of their IEP.
Thirdly, the researchers sought to determine if the meetings led by students were longer than those
led by teachers.
Study participants were in the ninth grade with ages ranging from 13.7 to 16 years old
(Royer, 2017). Sixteen of the students were female and 23 were male. Participants were enrolled
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in a diverse, urban Title I high school located in California. 74.9% of the students attending the
high school received free or reduced lunch. The majority of participating students were Latino or
Black in addition to one Asian student and one White student. Because the students in the study
were from minority groups and varied language backgrounds, the study may be limited in the
extent to which results can be generalized to other populations. Of the 52 participants, 13 students
withdrew. This could have affected the results.
The design utilized for the Royer study in 2017 was a quasi-experimental group design.
Students in the intervention group received instruction based on the My IEP curriculum. Students
in the comparison group were instructed using the Know Your IEP curriculum. A strength of the
study was that the data from the comparison group could be compared with the data from the
intervention group in order to determine if there was a causal relationship. Prior to instruction,
students in both groups completed the AIR-SDS as well as surveys to identify their IEP satisfaction
and knowledge. Parents also completed the IEP satisfaction survey; both students and parents
completed it directly before the IEP meeting to address satisfaction with the previous IEP meeting.
Surveys were again completed after the IEP meeting. Staff members who attended IEP meetings
completed the survey for the comparison group and for the treatment group to serve as a
comparison. Since data taken directly from the previous IEP meetings was not available, the
comparison between pre- and post-instruction may not be accurate.
IEP meetings were observed by special educators and a paraeducator and were recorded if
unable to be observed (Royer, 2017). Data was recorded at 10 second intervals, and the individual
who was speaking at that moment was recorded. Three trials indicated that the percentage of
agreement was 95.42%. In order for the meeting to be considered student-led, students needed to
meet the criteria on the data collection checklist. Students were required to complete all seven
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components of the meeting including introducing themself and other participants, noting the
purpose, discussing interests, goals, and skills, reviewing previous goals and performance on those
goals, and concluding the meeting (Royer, 2017, p. 10).
Instruction took place during the regular class period for three weeks (Royer, 2016). The
comparison group completed eight lessons which were 50 minutes, or one class period, in duration.
Students engaged in the curriculum for three days each week. At the end of the unit, students
completed an assessment. Students reviewed a copy of their own IEP and learned about key
components such as disability categories and eligibility. Student awareness of their disability was
a main focus of instruction. Students analyzed the following section of their IEPs such as academic
and behavior information and discussed goals. Accommodations and transition plans were also
discussed. The assessment at the end of the unit was in the format of a scavenger hunt in which
students answered questions based on the information in their IEPs.
In the Royer (2017) study, the intervention group completed six lessons during 13 sessions
as part of the My IEP curriculum. Each lesson used one segment of the graphic organizer. The
sections contained information specific to the components of the IEP such as the accommodations
and present level of performance. Each component was on a different colored paper and placed on
a poster board for presentation during the IEP meeting. Students were presented with two lessons
each week split into several days. Each lesson taught students the content of the graphic organizer
as well as gave them the opportunity to lead a simulated IEP meeting using the information that
had been learned so far. As instruction progressed, simulated IEP meetings increased in length.
The student leading the meeting practiced introducing the other members, whose roles were played
by the other students, as well as discussing information related to eligibility. A script was attached
to the back of the poster board with the graphic organizer for reference. After role playing, the
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student received feedback from both peers and the teacher related to meeting behaviors such as
eye contact. Students had the opportunity to complete one more role-played IEP meeting prior to
their actual meeting if desired. Procedural fidelity was rated as 100%.
In total, 39 IEP meetings and their included transition plans were observed and analyzed
by Royer (2017). On average, students in the intervention group spoke 36.78% of the time and
teachers spoke 22.9% of the time. In the comparison group, students spoke less with an average of
21.5% and teachers spoke twice as often with an average of 46.95%. While 92% of the treatment
group meetings met the required criteria to be considered student-led, none of the students in the
comparison group met any of the criteria needed. Data recording also indicated that there were
fewer intervals of silence during the My IEP meetings, which could possibly indicate that the
meeting was more focused.
Royer (2017) discovered that pre-IEP meetings scores of the students and parents in both
groups indicated that they had equal satisfaction with their previous IEP meeting and recent IEP
meeting. Intervention group students and parents indicated higher levels of satisfaction than in the
control group. Knowledge scores of My IEP students was higher than the comparison students. The
meetings of the intervention students ranged from 19 to 87 minutes in length with an average of
40.32 minutes. Comparison group meetings ranged in length from 25 to 67 minutes with an
average of 46.21 minutes. The variation in meeting length was not found to be statistically
significant. This finding is particularly salient because time constraints can be a major difficulty
for teachers.
ChoiceMaker and MAPS
Cross, Cooke, Wood, and Test (1999) compared the effectiveness of two curricula,
ChoiceMaker and The McGill Action Planning System (MAPS), intending to teach self-
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determination skills and improve student participation in their own IEP meetings. The SelfDirected IEP curriculum contains components of the ChoiceMaker curriculum. In particular, this
study examined the impact of both curricula when completed in a brief duration and with students
completing the instruction in small groups. These conditions are similar to those that would be
experienced by teachers using the instruction in an authentic setting.
Participants in the Cross et al. (1999) study were 10 high school students ages 14-20 within
a self-contained special education classroom. Students were categorized as mildly to moderately
developmentally cognitively impaired. Six students were male and four students were female.
Most of the students were Caucasian, but the study also included three African American students.
All of the students attended the same school in a large Southeastern city. Five students were
assigned to the MAPS group while five students were assigned to the ChoiceMaker group; students
were placed into groups intentionally in order to ensure that groups were statistically similar.
The design of the study was a single-subject, multiple-baseline design across goal areas;
this design was chosen in order to determine how much the interview responses of students
regarding the transition areas changed after instruction. Data regarding students’ selfdetermination was recorded in four ways. First, the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale, Adolescent
Version was presented to students in each group prior to beginning instruction. It was read aloud
to students to negate the effects of low reading skills. Next, the ChoiceMaker Self-Determination
Assessment was utilized by teachers to rate the students’ skills and opportunities to choose and
discuss goals, and take steps to meet the goals. The authors used split-plot factorial analyses to
analyze the data from these two instruments. Interviews were also conducted regarding students’
knowledge of the four transition components. Each area contained four questions and was read
aloud to students. Responses were recorded and rated on a 0 to 4 scale. Interrater agreement was
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90.8% on average. Finally, generalization data collection occurred at the actual IEP meetings;
observers tallied whether or not students shared their thoughts on the four components discussed
during the intervention.
Instruction in the Cross et al. (1999) study was completed in both groups every day for
approximately 50-minute intervals. In each group, the units addressed were employment,
education, post-school residency, and recreation. After students finished an area, they were
interviewed and the responses were recorded. In total, ChoiceMaker lessons took 770 minutes
across 16 sessions and the MAPS lessons took 830 minutes across 18 sessions. Procedural fidelity
was measured as 97%.
During the MAPS instruction, questions from the original curriculum were modified to suit
the needs of students with developmental cognitive disabilities (Cross et al., 1999). MAPS
instructors asked students questions within a group of peers, parents, teachers, and other necessary
participants. These questions were meant to clarify the student’s goals, strengths, weaknesses, and
preferences in the four areas (employment, education, post-school residency, and recreation).
Students could brainstorm answers or decline answering if they felt uncomfortable with the
questions, and each student in the group responded. After responding, students visually represented
their answer and then presented their picture to the group. Group members provided feedback.
Then, the teacher provided a summary of the students’ responses. At the next session, students
used their picture to review their ideas and completed the procedure again with a different question
being asked. Once all of the questions in one area had been asked, the interview was completed
individually with the student, addressing all questions from the unit. Generalization may have been
limited because the MAPS curriculum was intended to provide a variety of people in the group
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such as individuals representing residential and adult services; in the study, these people were not
included in the support group.
The ChoiceMaker intervention utilized the Employment Goals section of the curriculum
(Cross et al., 1999). Videos and worksheets were utilized throughout the lesson. Three lessons
were presented. Lesson One consisted of an introduction to goal setting based on strengths,
weaknesses, and preferences. Lessons Two and Threes specifically focused on transition goals.
Specific questions were used on a flow chart to help students consider transition. Various
instructional strategies such as modeling and practice were utilized. Because only one unit of the
ChoiceMaker assessment was used, it may not have been as effective as if the whole curriculum
was implemented.
Cross et al. (1999) noted that the results of the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale indicated
that the ChoiceMaker curriculum generated more significant increases in the areas of total selfdetermination, autonomy, and empowerment. More significant increases in scores of the
ChoiceMaker group were also reported on the ChoiceMaker Self-Determination Assessment in
specific areas while the increases in the scores of MAPS students were higher in some areas.
ChoiceMaker students slightly improved their responses to interview questions in the four
main transition areas (Cross et al., 1999). Average scores increased from 3.6 to 5.9 regarding
employment, 1.8 to 3.5 regarding education, 2.4 to 3.4 regarding residency, and 4.6 to 6.8
regarding recreation. MAPS students also demonstrated a slight increase in two areas; students
increased their average scores from 5.6 to 7 regarding employment and 3.7 to 6.6 regarding
residency. However, there was a small decline regarding education; the mean scores prior to
instruction were 5 and dropped to 3.4 after instruction. The average recreation score dropped from
3.4 to 2.6.
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Several limitations were put forth by Cross et al. (1999). Out of the 10 students, IEP
meetings were scheduled for five of them after instruction had been completed. The three MAPS
students participated in their meetings to varying degrees. One of the students stated a preference
in one transition area, while two students verbalized preferences in two areas. One of the two
ChoiceMaker students articulated a preference in two areas while the other student articulated a
preference in one area. However, baseline data was not collected, making it impossible to compare
pre- and post-instruction outcomes. The results of the four measures did not indicate any difference
between the two curricula. While students increased their self-ratings and teachers felt that students
had improved in their ability to choose and express goals as well as work towards those goals,
these new skills did not translate to the interview or IEP meeting.
TAKE CHARGE for the Future
TAKE CHARGE for the Future is another commercially available curriculum that targets
the self-determination skills and participation of transition-age youth. Powers, Turner, Westwood,
Matuszewski, Wilson, and Philips (2001) sought to determine the effects of this program,
originally created by Powers, Turner, Westwood, Loesch, Brown, and Rowland in 1998, on the
transition planning of students in special education. The researchers investigated whether or not
students with documented disabilities increased their involvement in the transition process through
a TAKE CHARGE for the Future intervention. This included transition skills such as determining
goals and completing tasks related to those goals. The study also examined the effects of the
intervention in regards to awareness of transition elements such as laws regarding transition,
empowerment, and participation in transition meetings.
Students ranging from 14 to 17 receiving special education in the categories of
emotional/behavioral disabilities, orthopedic disabilities, and other health disabilities participated
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in the Powers (2001) study. These students attended four separate schools from communities of
varying sizes in New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oregon, and Wisconsin and had not previously
participated in IEP meetings. 43 students in total participated in the intervention or comparison
group; 18 of these students were dually classified as having two of the above listed disabilities.
Students in each group received similar scores on the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales,
Interview Edition (1984), indicating little difference in adaptive functioning. On average, students
were 15.5 years old and 70% male. The majority of participants were of European descent (74%)
while 7% were African American, 14% were Hispanic, and 5% were Asian. The intervention and
comparison groups were similar in regards to age, previous experience with planning meetings,
grade, and gender.
This 2001 study by Powers utilized an independent-groups, repeated measures design. The
dependent variable was the extent to which students were involved in the transition planning
process. The researchers created The Educational Planning Assessment (EPA) for use in
measuring the dependent variable. It consisted of 14 Likert-type questions which were
administered to the students, parents, and educator involved in the transition planning. Each
questionnaire relates to the skills of the student. Another scale, The Transition Awareness Survey,
was developed in 1994 by researchers Martin and Marshall. It assessed the student’s transition
awareness in areas such as federal requirements and was completed by both parents and students.
Another scale, the Family Empowerment Scale, which was developed in 1992 by Koren, DeChillo,
and Friesen, was utilized to determine the student’s empowerment. It was given to the parents and
the students. The scale produced information related to how well students could self-advocate and
cope with everyday situations.
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Student participation during the transition meeting was coded to determine the level at
which students were able to self-initiate during the meeting and participate in the meeting (Powers,
2001). It also measured the initiation of adults in the meeting and their responses directed towards
the students. Nonparticipation of both students and adults was also recorded. The student was
considered to be initiating if (s)he used verbal or nonverbal communication to begin a conversation
or ask an adult participant to do so. Student participation involved nonverbal communication such
as eye contact or a verbal contribution. Students were considered non-participatory if they did not
speak or demonstrate engagement through eye contact or attention. Participation was coded in 20second continuous intervals. Nonparticipation was coded if there was no participation throughout
the entire interval. Inter-observer agreement was calculated for 33% of the videos, and the
agreement was between 90% and 98% for all videos.
Instruction in the intervention group took place over four months and included five aspects
(Powers, 2001). First, students were coached individually by the secondary teacher on a biweekly
basis for 50 minutes each session. The secondary teacher provided instruction in the three types
of strategies used in the TAKE CHARGE for the Future program: achievement, partnerships, and
self-regulation. Achievement strategies involved discussing their future aspirations, determining
short-term goals in the area of transition that they felt were necessary to their aspirations, drafting
a transition plan and goals along with how the goals could be achieved, create a plan for the
transition meeting and be an active participant, problem-solve with the other participants, and
monitor their own progress of transition objectives. Partnership-building strategies focused on
creating partnerships with others to assist them in meeting transition objectives. This included
deciding the level of IEP participation with which the student felt comfortable. The third strategy,
self-regulation, involved self-evaluation and progress monitoring.
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Second, students, their parents, and adult mentors attended workshops on a monthly basis
centered around transition topics such as supports available in college. On average, students
attended 3.5 workshops while parents attended 3. Third, students were introduced to mentors who
had overcome difficulties associated with a similar disability. Mentors utilized “mentoring
moments'' to mentor the students in a manner that was as natural as possible. Mentors and students
completed community activities together that related to transition, such as completing an
application, as well as recreational activities such as sports (Powers, 2001).
Fourth, the coaches used telephone calls to connect with parents to support the transition
process (Powers, 2001). Parents were provided with information about strategies that could benefit
their students in regards to transition. The phone calls gave the researchers an opportunity to review
progress and provide updates as well as to problem-solve in the event of transition barriers. A
Parent Support Coordinator also provided support through phone calls and home visits when the
student was experiencing difficulty. Lastly, to support the transition staff at school, in-service
education was utilized. Three training sessions, each 50 minutes in duration, were utilized to
provide staff with extra training. Participation was voluntary and was conducted by the research
team. On average, six staff members chose to participate in these sessions.
The first three questions investigated by Powers et al. (2001) centered around the effects
of TAKE CHARGE for the Future on the awareness of students in the areas of transition elements,
empowerment as well as empowerment. Students in the treatment group made notable gains in the
areas of educational planning, transition awareness, and student empowerment. Parents and
teachers also felt that students had made notable gains in these areas.
Results of the study by Powers et al. (2001) indicated significant differences between the
intervention group and the comparison group in regards to the transition meeting. In the
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intervention group, the student initiated interactions much more frequently than the comparison
group and exhibited significantly fewer non-participation behaviors. The adults at the meeting in
the treatment group were more responsive to student comments and less likely to initiate,
signifying that they were less controlling of the proceedings. Students in the treatment group
participated much more actively than their counterparts. The difference between the treatment
group and comparison group in regards to transition participation indicated that students need to
be taught directly to be involved in their meetings and will not learn how to do so without
instruction.
A strength of the Powers et al. (2001) study was that it was carried out at four different
schools in a variety of sizes of communities. In each of these schools, there were no significant
differences identified between the treatment and comparison groups. As with many of the other
studies, the sample size was small which limits generalizability. This study coached students
individually while the model was designed for small groups. The efficacy of using the model in
this way has not been established.
Next S.T.E.P.
Although there are many commercially available self-determination curricula, few of them
have been appropriately field-tested (Zhang, 2001). The purpose of this study was to explore the
impact of the curriculum titled Next S.T.E.P, developed by Halpern, Herr, Wolf, Doren, Johnson,
and Lawson in 1999, on high school students. Specifically, the author sought to answer the
question of the effect of this curriculum, Next S.T.E.P., on high schoolers who qualify for special
education as learning disabled (Zhang, 2001).
Seventy-one students in ninth grade participated in the study by Zhang in 2001. All of the
students had an educationally diagnosed learning disability and attended school in two districts in
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Louisiana. The average age was 15.7 with 73% of participants being male and 27% being female.
Forty-four percent of the students were Caucasian and 56% were African American. Students spent
the majority of their time in general education with a short session in the resource room to meet
their needs.
Zhang (2001) used a quasi-experimental design with an untreated control group design. To
carry out the study, one group of teachers provided instruction to the intervention group of students
while the control group of students received no intervention. Students in both groups were
provided with a pretest; after the pretest, the Next S.T.E.P. curriculum was used to provide selfdetermination instruction for one semester. Teachers in the treatment group received training
regarding how to teach the curriculum.
Arc’s Self-Determination Scale (Adolescent Version), developed by Wehmeyer and
Kelchner in 1995, was used to measure the dependent variable, students’ self-determination scores.
On this measure, students self-report their skills in the areas of autonomy, psychological
empowerment, self-realization, and self-regulation (Zhang, 2001, p. 125). A comparison of the
self-determination score prior to instruction and after instruction determined the effectiveness of
treatment.
Originally, the Next S.T.E.P curriculum was created for students ranging in age from 14 to
21, with or without disabilities, in order to teach self-determination skills necessary for
participation in their own transition proceedings. 19 lessons were included in the curriculum which
utilized workbooks, videos, demonstrations, and a variety of activities. Four main transition topics
were covered by the curriculum: self-evaluation of skills, setting goals in the areas of personal life,
education and training, careers, and independent living, managing the transition meeting, and
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monitoring one’s own progress (Zhang, 2001, p. 124). Lessons were designed for class periods of
approximately 50 minutes.
Results of the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale indicated that the treatment group
significantly improved in the area of self-determination (Zhang, 2001). The average selfdetermination pretest scores of the control group were higher than those of the treatment group;
however, the self-determination scores of the control group decreased slightly while the scores of
the treatment group increased substantially.
Zhang (2001) utilized a research design in the study to reveal a causal relationship between
the use of the curriculum and increased self-determination skills. The use of a control group
allowed for comparison between students who received intervention and those who did not. In
addition, a large sample size was used which provided more data than in a single-case or multiplecase study. Factors such as ethnicity and financial stability were not documented in the study,
which could have impacted the results. Data on academic performance of both groups of students
was not collected; therefore, it cannot be determined whether or not the treatment and control
group had similar academic characteristics that could have influenced the results.
CIRCLES
Due to the challenging nature of interagency collaboration during the transition process,
the Flowers, Test, Povenmire-Kirk, Diegelmann, Bunch-Crump, Kemp-Inman, and Goodnight
(2017) investigated the effects of a model called CIRCLES, or Communicating Interagency
Relationships and Collaborative Linkages for Exceptional Students, on students with disabilities.
In particular, the study examined the effects of the curriculum on self-determination skills and IEP
participation as compared to students who did not receive any self-determination instruction.
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Forty-four high schools in southeastern states were utilized for the Flowers et al. (2017)
study. Each school either used the CIRCLES curriculum or continued with what the authors
labeled as “business as usual” or BAU. The CIRCLES and BAU schools were statistically similar
based on free and reduced lunches, size, and race. Half of the schools in both groups were in a
rural setting and approximately half of the students received free and reduced lunch. The
predominant ethnicity was White with smaller numbers of African American, Hispanic, and
biracial students. The majority of students qualified for special education under the categories of
specific learning disabilities, developmental cognitive disabilities, and other health disabilities.
CIRCLES was implemented in half of the schools (Flowers et al., 2017). It involved three
elements of collaboration which gave students and families access to support from a variety of
service providers. The CTeam, or Community Team, included the representatives from agencies
providing services to students such as Vocational Rehabilitation. District staff such as transition
coordinators met two to four times each year to discuss policy change regarding young adults with
disabilities. The STeam, or School Team, gave students and families the opportunity to connect
with the agency representatives from the CTeam. These representatives were present at the school
for a full day each month to speak with six to 10 students. At this meeting, students presented their
strengths, needs, and goals using presentation software such as PowerPoint. Each presentation
lasted three to eight minutes as part of an allotted 20-40 minutes. In addition to this presentation,
team members discussed the most appropriate way to provide transition services to the students.
Families were also encouraged to talk about needs such as poverty. After the meeting, the minutes
of the meeting were provided to each participant to ensure that the plan was followed. Lastly, the
IEP team held a meeting following the STeam meeting. The minutes of the STeam mean were
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used to write the transition section of the IEP. Students used their presentation to participate in the
IEP meeting as well.
Flowers et al. (2017) provided a checklist to be utilized at STeam meetings by district staff
to ensure high intervention fidelity. Participants responded to 26 items on the checklists with “yes”
or “no” based on the required components of the meeting. Fidelity was 96% and above. Data on
self-determination was collected in April or June of the school year. Both students and teachers
completed the measure which was in the form of an online survey. The AIR Self-Determination
Scale, developed by Wolman, Campeau, Dubois, Mighau, and Stolarski in 1994, provided students
with 30 questions using a 5-point Likert-type rating scale. The categories assessed were in the
areas of capacity, which referred to knowledge centered around self-determination, and
opportunity, which are the times students can use that knowledge. The teacher version included 24
questions and was also comprised of the capacity and opportunity categories.
According to Flowers et al. (2017), students were rated by teachers based on their
participation in their IEP meetings. A 5-point scale rated the students as no participation (1) to full
participation (5). This scale was created by the research team. Students in the CIRCLES
intervention group were scored higher in the opportunity area of self-determination. However,
there were no significant differences found between the CIRCLES group and control group in
regards to self-determination capacity. When the CIRCLES group’s capacity scores were analyzed
based on disability category, students labeled as learning disabled earned higher scores than
students with the labels of Autism, developmental cognitive disabilities, and other health
disabilities. Interestingly, students with autism in the CIRCLES group has a similar opportunity
score to students in the category of learning disabled; however, in the control group, students with
Autism had much lower scores in the opportunity area than those students with learning
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disabilities. There were no correlations between free and reduced lunch status or school size and
the self-determination scores.
Flowers et al. (2017) found that CIRCLES students participated significantly more in their
IEP meetings than those in the alternate group. The disability, grade, free and reduced lunch status,
and school size did not correlate with IEP participation. A strength of the study was that the schools
were located in both rural and urban settings which provided data on both types of schools. The
sample size was large and somewhat diverse. However, several limitations may have affected the
results. Staff turnover at the schools resulted in difficulties with implementing the CIRCLES
procedures with fidelity as well as appropriately monitoring and collecting data. This resulted in
four of the schools being removed from the study. Factors that were not measured could have
impacted the results of the study in unknown ways.
Student-Directed Transition Planning
In this study, Woods, Sylvester, and Martin (2007) developed a set of lessons titled
Student-Directed Transition Planning and utilized them to teach students transition knowledge and
skills related to the transition process. The study determined the effects of these lessons on the
transition planning process and IEP meeting compared to students who did not receive instruction.
Two questions were asked based on the effects of Student-Directed Transition Planning on
students. The study sought to determine if these lessons resulted in an improvement of student
knowledge in regards to transition information as well as an improvement in self-efficacy
demonstrated by the student during the transition proceedings.
Woods et al. (2007) conducted the study in a southwestern state in three different high
schools. 57% of students were enrolled in the rural high school, 29% were enrolled in the urban
high school, and 14% were enrolled in the school, managed by the state, for blind or visually
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impaired students. Participants in the study ranged in age from 14 to 20 and were in grades seven
and nine to 12. 19 students participated in the intervention group, 12 of whom were male and seven
were female, while the control group consisted of 16 students, 10 of whom were male and six were
female. The majority of students qualified for special education under the category of specific
learning disability, but students in the categories of emotional/behavioral disability, developmental
cognitive disability, other health disability, vision impairment, and traumatic brain injury were
also represented in the study. In the intervention group, 68.4% of students were Caucasian, 21.1%
were American Indian, and 6.3% were African American. In the control group, 56.3% of students
were Caucasian, 25% were American Indian, 6.3% were multicultural, and 6.3% were Hispanic.
A pre-post experimental design was utilized by Woods et al. (2007). Students were
randomly assigned to either the group receiving transition instruction or a group who was not
provided instruction. Lessons were provided to the intervention group prior to the IEP meeting
based on eight transition topics such as goals for employment and post-secondary education. These
lessons were meant to teach students self-awareness, develop goals, create connections with
supports and services required in adulthood. An important outcome of the lessons was the
production of a script for use at meetings. This script, called the SOP, or summary of performance,
was intended to increase student involvement during the transition proceedings.
The lessons were presented by teachers using a PowerPoint presentation or an overhead
projector (Woods et al, 2007). Students completed paper/pencil tasks during the majority of the
lessons. At the urban high school, students in the treatment group were provided instruction over
a 3-week period while the control group completed alternate tasks in a separate room. At the rural
high school, two teachers participated in the study and each teacher taught one intervention group
during a class period and the other teacher taught the traditional curriculum to the control group
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during that same period. Intervention occurred daily and lasted two to three weeks. At the school
for the blind or visually impaired, two teachers also participated in the study. Intervention lessons
were taught over the course of two half-days while students in the control group worked on other
tasks in a regular classroom. Completing the intervention instructed lasted slightly less than six
hours. Across all three schools, lesson fidelity was calculated to be 94% for the five teachers. The
teachers also completed a self-evaluation regarding lesson fidelity, and this measure produced
scores of 99% to 100%.
Woods et al. (2006), along with teachers, created a knowledge assessment based on the
topics in the Student-Directed Planning lessons. The questionnaire consisted of 65 multiple-choice
and true or false questions. The majority of questions (71%) were multiple choice. An alternate
test was created for students whose teachers identified them as requiring modifications for tests.
This test was taken by 10 students who all attended the urban high school; it differed from the
original test in that the multiple-choice questions were modified to become true or false questions.
Teachers read the questions aloud to students with low reading levels. On this test, the overall
agreement score was 99.8%.
Woods et al. (2006) also created a Student Self-Efficacy Scale with 10 statements related
to students’ perceptions of how they could participate in their future IEP meeting. Seven statements
concerned whether or not students felt capable of talking about transition issues, while three of the
statements concerned the knowledge they needed to possess in order to participate in transition
conversations. The scale used a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 3
(strongly agree).
Students in the intervention group made significant gains in both transition knowledge and
perceptions of self-efficacy (Woods et al., 2006). The scores of the control group decreased
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slightly. On the self-efficacy scale, the students in the intervention group agreed with most of the
statements while the students in the control group disagreed with most of them. These scores
indicate that the students in the intervention group felt that they could participate more during their
future IEP meeting than they had previously. One of the statements was related to utilizing the
SOP to participate in the IEP meeting; students in the intervention group did not perceive that they
could effectively use it to participate in meetings.
The sample for the Woods et al. (2006) study contained students in three different settings
and diverse students. Instructional fidelity was high in each setting. Limitations that may have
affected the results were that the intervention and control group had differences that may have
affected the results. The intervention group contained students with the highest pretest scores while
the control group contained students with the lowest pretest scores. Hence, the results may have
been skewed. In addition, the alternate test may have impacted the results as the language in the
alternative test was more challenging than in the original.
Standing Up for Me
Danneker and Bottge (2009) utilized various secondary self-determination programs in
order to create an instructional program for elementary students. Similar in many ways to other
curricula, they focused on providing elementary students with opportunities to participate more
meaningfully in their own IEP meetings. While the research was conducted with young students,
it could still be applicable to students with more severe disabilities. Research was conducted in
order to determine how teachers can appropriately and effectively prepare elementary age students
with disabilities to make meaningful contributions to their IEP meetings. They also investigated
the benefits of involving students in their IEP meetings as well as the barriers that prevent them
from participating.
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Danneker and Bottge (2009) designed six lessons for use in developing self-advocacy skills
in elementary students. In addition, self-determination curricula from the Florida Department of
Education titled Standing Up for Me were adapted and integrated into the lessons. During the six
lessons, students learned about the format and purpose of the IEP meeting and made invitations to
the meeting. They also discussed their own strengths, needs, and weaknesses and viewed their
IEPs to determine their progress on current goals. Students learned how to create their own goals
and self-advocate for accommodations and modifications that they felt would be beneficial. Lastly,
students practiced advocating for themselves during an IEP meeting using a script. Lessons were
taught by either the researcher or the special education teacher over a period of two to six weeks
for a total of six sessions lasting 20 minutes.
Analysis of Danneker and Bottge’s research (2009) resulted in three main benefits for
students. First, the IEP meetings were student-centered. Rather than being a passive participant,
the student took ownership of the proceedings and spoke throughout the meeting. Second, students
took on a leadership role which promoted the development of self-determination. Lastly, there was
an increase in problem solving through collaboration between the student and adult participants.
Students appeared more confident and willing to self-advocate. While IEP meetings are often
managed by the teacher with little student involvement, the amount of time spent on-task by the
various participants was more equitable. The atmosphere of the IEP meeting was more positive
due to the student’s increased participation. Even months after the intervention and IEP meeting,
the students continued to feel more control over their IEP goals and progress.
Prior to the intervention, students could not explain what an IEP was nor state their goals.
After the intervention, however, each student could describe their goals; students felt proud to be
involved in their IEP process and noted that it helped improve their confidence and attitude
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(Danneker & Bottge, 2009). Parents felt that their students were proud of their role and had an
improved sense of responsibility. Teachers noted few long-term behavioral changes at the end of
the year in regards to managing their own IEP goals. The research indicated that students can make
positive gains in their self-determination skills in a relatively short amount of instructional time.
Barriers to student participation in IEP meetings also emerged from the research by
Danneker and Bottge (2009). One of the main difficulties of involving students in their IEPs is the
traditional model of the special education teacher taking almost complete responsibility for the
IEP meeting. The interviewed teachers and general education teachers indicated that at typical IEP
meetings, the special education teacher does most of the talking and only allows the other
participants to provide brief comments. Participants tend to have little knowledge of the IEP and
do not feel qualified to offer suggestions. Another barrier was the misunderstanding by adults that
elementary students are unable to demonstrate self-determination skills. Some of the adults in the
study were hesitant to allow students to have a leadership role at the IEP meeting. A final barrier
is the time that special education teachers expect will be required to teach students to have an
active role in their IEP meetings. Teachers were skeptical in regards to using instructional time to
prepare students for their meetings and were concerned that it would take time away from more
important skills. Despite the context of elementary students in this study, these findings would
most likely translate to a secondary setting with students at a lower functional level as well.
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CHAPTER III: DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY
Summary of Literature
The literature clearly illustrates the importance of including self-determination practices
within the IEP process. Numerous studies have indicated that teaching students how to inventory
their own strengths, weaknesses, and needs, and then communicate that information at the IEP
meeting, is a powerful strategy to help students build the foundation to become their own best selfadvocate. The ability to ask and answer questions pertaining to their own academic plan using
appropriate behavior as well as serving as a director of their own meeting allows students to learn
life skills that are not traditionally taught in a classroom setting. In order for students with
disabilities to be prepared for advocating for themselves throughout their lives, these crucial skills
need to be taught through direct instruction, guided practice, and constructive feedback. However,
teachers frequently encounter barriers such as a lack of interest from students, minimal preparation
for students prior to their meeting, and no training to teach self-determination (Weidenthal &
Kochlar-Bryant, 2007).
Despite these barriers, a study by Barnard-Brak and Lechtenberger in 2009 demonstrated
that there is a substantial positive association between a student’s participation in the IEP meeting
and their performance on academic measures across time. Wehmeyer and Schwartz (1997)
determined that post-school outcomes can also be affected by self-determination skills. Students
who had stronger self-determination scores as high schoolers were more likely to demonstrate
certain self-determination skills as adults such as having a checking or saving account and were
more likely to be employed. Unfortunately, current special education practices do not often include
students in their IEP meeting process. In a survey by Agran and Hughes (2008), only 24% of
students felt that they understood the purpose of an IEP. Thirty-eight percent of middle schoolers
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and 60% of high schoolers included in the study did not discuss their goals with school staff. Using
momentary time sampling, Martin et al. (2006b) discovered that students spoke during only 3% of
intervals at their own IEP meetings, and few leadership skills were demonstrated by students.
Students reap many benefits of participating of in their own IEP meetings. One of the
benefits of self-determination instruction is the development of annual goals. Students who
received this instruction were able to create more of their own goals based on their needs and
weaknesses (Van Reusen & Bos, 1994). When students articulated their goals during the IEP
meeting, those goals were significantly more likely to be used in the written IEP document (Van
Reusen et al., 1989). This finding is significant because students are often not involved in the
writing of their IEP but are more likely to do so after having received self-determination
instruction.
In several of the studies, the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale was utilized to demonstrate an
increase in students’ perceived self-determination abilities. Next S.T.E.P. instruction resulted in
significant increases in self-determination scores of participating students (Zhang, 2001). Research
by Cross et al. (1999) also indicated increases in self-determination scores for students who
participated in MAPS as well as ChoiceMaker instruction.
At the IEP meetings, students who had learned the skills necessary to appropriately interact
with adults in their meetings became more active participants. Students as young as nine years old
in the Self-Advocacy Strategy studies (Test & Neale, 2004; Cease-Cooke et al., 2013; Hammer,
2004) increased their abilities significantly to answer probing questions and provide personal
information. Lancaster et al. (2002) found that students who used IH to learn the strategy increased
their positive verbal contributions during the meeting by two-or three-fold.
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Similar results regarding contributions during IEP meetings after instruction were
demonstrated during the Self-Directed IEP studies (Martin et al., 2006a) as well as CIRCLES
(Flowers et al., 2017) and TAKE CHARGE for the Future (Powers et al., 2001). Students who
participated in the ChoiceMaker and MAPS instruction slightly increased their abilities to answer
interview questions in certain areas of the curriculum (Cross et al., 1999). Using the model of
appreciative inquiry, Kozik (2017) found that students who had learned self-determination skills
verbally contributed at their IEP meetings between 1.6 and 1.9 times more often than students who
did not learn these skills; students also self-advocated for themselves more often. Appropriate
meeting behaviors such as posture, voice tone, and eye contact improved at the IEP meeting after
instruction (Balint-Langel et al., 2019).
Not only were students able to learn how to interact appropriately with adults, but they also
learned how to manage their own meetings as a chairperson. Several studies using The SelfDirected IEP taught students the requisite skills for leading their meetings and found that students
in a variety of disability categories increased their abilities in the areas of introducing the meeting
participants and purpose, reviewing IEP progress, discussing future goals, and concluding the
meetings (Snyder & Shapiro, 1997; Snyder, 2002; Allen et al., 2001; Arndt et al., 2006).
Diegelmann and Test (2018) added to the literature by demonstrating that students functioning at
a lower intellectual level could successfully complete the steps of the curriculum through the use
of a self-monitoring checklist with picture prompts. Importantly, technology could be used to
decrease the amount of direct teacher interaction while still improving their abilities to lead the
steps of the IEP meeting without teacher prompts by using a list of steps (Kelley et al., 2011). The
use of colorful graphic organizers in the study by Royer (2016) demonstrated that, in addition to
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self-determination instruction using My IEP, the creation and use of this type of support resulted
in more meetings being considered student-led rather than teacher-led.
The overall atmosphere of the IEP meeting was also impacted by the newly taught selfdetermination skills. Anecdotally, teachers in the study by Van Reusen & Bos (1994) felt that the
meetings were more positive when students had completed instruction centered around selfdetermination. Kozik (2017) concluded that, when the students were able to initiate the meeting
by explaining their perspectives and opinions, the meeting was more likely to promote selfadvocacy and positive interactions with adults.
Another important benefit was that students in the studies felt that the instruction was
useful and enjoyable (Test & Neale, 2004; Test & Neale, 2009), which is an important factor in
student motivation and willingness to complete the intervention. Students who learned selfdetermination through the Student-Directed Planning lessons felt that they could participate more
during their future IEP meeting than they had previously (Sylvester et al., 2006). Teachers also felt
that the self-determination methods were useful and beneficial (Kelley et al., 2011). Martin et al.
(2006a) found that participants in the meetings felt that transition issues were addressed more
thoroughly following self-determination instruction.
Limitations of the Research
The initial research focused on self-determination throughout the entire IEP process:
planning, meeting, and implementation. However, these parameters proved to be too broad and
needed to be restricted to planning directly related to the IEP meeting as well as the IEP meeting
itself. Thus, research that did not involve the use of self-determination instruction in regards to
student participation in IEP meetings was not utilized in this thesis. The keywords that were used
to find appropriate studies that answered the research question in the Academic Search Premier,
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ERIC, ProQuest Education Journals, and PsycINFO databases were “self-determination,” “selfadvocacy,” “IEP meeting,” and “student participation.”
Most of the research on self-determination instruction during the IEP meeting process has
occurred in a secondary setting. Few studies utilize these strategies in an elementary setting, which
is contrary to the prevailing belief that self-determination needs to be taught at a young age
(Danneker & Bottge, 2009; Pounds & Cuevas, 2019). The lack of research addressing young
students was a limiting factor in answering the research question. In addition to this lack of
research, little research focused on using self-determination practices with students at the
secondary level with the most significant cognitive disabilities. While teaching self-determination
to this population of students comes with its own unique challenges, it is important that research
address developmentally appropriate strategies for instructing these learners.
Implications for Future Research
Research into self-determination practices for elementary age students is critical for a
complete understanding of the benefits and effects of the practice. It would not only be beneficial
for teaching young students the skills they need to be successful self-advocates, but could also
direct the instruction for secondary students who have more extensive intellectual disabilities and
function at a level closer to that of an elementary student. Because the instructional methods used
with the youngest children were only moderately successful (Pounds & Cuevas, 2019), more
research needs to address the most effective instructional model for students at lower academic
and functional skill levels.
While SD-IEP and the Self-Advocacy Strategy have been thoroughly researched using a
large quantity of test subjects, the other curricula require additional research to validate it as
evidence-based. CIRCLES, TAKE CHARGE for the FUTURE, Student-Directed Transition

102

Planning, Next S.T.E.P, MAPS, and other components of the ChoiceMaker curriculum outside of
the Self-Directed IEP component need studies with larger quantities of subjects to determine if the
preliminary results generalize to other populations of students. There are also other selfdetermination curricula available on the same website as Self-Directed IEP that do not have any
research studies demonstrating their efficacy; future research could focus on these curricula in
order for them to be considered evidence-based and appropriate for use in schools.
Implications for Professional Application
Research indicates that few teachers feel they have the time to teach students selfdetermination skills during the IEP process (Mason et al., 2002). However, studies have revealed
that the time required at the student-led IEP meeting after having learned self-determination skills
is similar to traditional teacher-led IEP meetings (Martin et al., 2006a). In addition, a number of
studies have shown that CAI or IH can be used successfully to teach students self-determination
skills that can be applied at the IEP meeting (Lancaster et al. 2004; Hammer, 2004; Cease-Cook
et al., 2013). While these modes of instruction still require teacher interactions through role plays
and constructive feedback, the time requirement is significantly less than the models using only
teacher instruction and can address a small group of students at one time.
Teachers also feel that they lack the resources and knowledge to teach self-determination
skills; the vast majority of teachers do not have access to any specific curriculum related to selfdetermination and how to teach it within the IEP meeting process (Mason et al., 2004). However,
several of the self-determination strategies, particularly the IEP Participation Strategy (Van
Reusen et al., 1989), are user-friendly and inexpensive to purchase. Self-Directed IEP, which is in
the Expressing Goals section of the ChoiceMaker Curriculum, is available online for free (Zarrow
Center for Learning Enrichment, 2021).
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Conclusion
Utilizing self-determination practices within the context of an IEP meeting is a crucial role
of special educators. Whether teachers choose to use SD-IEP, the Self-Advocacy Strategy, or one
of the other strategies, the benefits of self-determination instruction cannot be denied. During the
IEP process, students are not only able to gain self-awareness of their own needs, strengths,
preferences, and goals, but they learn how to self-advocate for themselves to make sure that all of
their unique needs are met. Students learn the verbal and nonverbal skills necessary for interacting
with adults in a setting that is traditionally intimidating and adult-dominated. Students can even
learn to lead their own meeting in order to ensure that they are the ones in control of their
educational future. Students found the instruction to be useful and enjoyable, which makes it more
likely that they will engage fully in it and reap the benefits. The ease of attaining the curriculum
and relative simplicity of the strategies make self-determination practices a viable and necessary
component of special education.
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